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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

Charles  F.  Claflin,  Albert  S.  Ward  and  Walter  H. 
Taylor  agt.  The  Farmers'  and  Citizens'  Bank  of  Long 
Island. 

A  hank  check  drawn  by  the  president  of  the  bank  in  his  individual  name,  payable 
to  another  person,  and  oertifled  ''good"  by  the  drawer  as  president y  renders  the 
aeoeptanoe  void  in  the  hands  of  the  drawer,  irrespective  of  the  question  whether 
or  not  he  has  funds  in  the  bank. 

The  want  of  authority  in  the  president  as  agent,  to  bind  the  bank,  appears  upon  the 
facfi  qfthe  cheeks  of  course  there  can  be  no  honajide  holder  of  the  oheok. 

And  it  does  not  alter  the  ease  that  a  general  authority  to  certify  ohecks  had  been 
conferred  by  the  bank  on  the  president.  The  question  is  one  of  agency,  where 
the  president  cannot  act  as  the  agent  of  both  parties  to  the  contract,  nor  as  agent 
in  regard  to  a  contract  in  which  he  has  any  interest^  or  to  which  he  is  a  party^  on 
the  opposite  side  to  his  principal. 

September  Term,  1862. 

This  action  was  commenced  on  the  20th  day  of  January, 
1855,  by  the  above  named  plaintiflTs,  to  recover  from  the 
above  named  defendants  the  amount  of  three  checks  or 
drafts  drawn  on  the  defendants'  bank,  and  alleged  to  have 
been  certified  and  accepted  by  the  bank  through  C.  W. 
Houghton,  its  president. 

A  copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint  was  served  on  the 
said  20th  day  of  January,  and  a  copy  of  the  defendants' 
answer,  on  the  8th  day  of  February,  in  the  same  year.  At 
a  circuit  court  held  in  the  city  of  New  York  on  the  6th 
day  of  May,  1856,  by  Justice  Davies,  the  action  was  refer- 
red to  B.  P.  Cowles,  Esq.,  to  hear  and  determine  all  the 
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Olaflln  agt.  Fsnnen'  A  CiUsonc'  Bank  of  Long  Island. 

issues  therein — ^the  defendants'  attorney,  S.  L.  GrifiSn,  Esq., 
then  being  absent  from  said  court. 

On  the  28th  day  of  May,  1857,  John  M.  Martin  was  sub- 
stituted attorney  for  the  defendants  in  the  place  of  Mr. 
Griffin. 

The  trial  before  the  referee  was  commenced  on  the  28th 
day  of  February,  1857,  and  the  testimony  was  closed  on 
the  28th  of  August,  1858.  On  the  26th  day  of  November, 
in  the  same  year,  the  referee  reported  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  judgment  against  the  defendants  for  $26,- 
224,  with  costs ;  and  on  the  20  th  day  of  December  next 
following,  judgment  against  the  defendants  was  entered  on 
his  report  for  that  amount  and  $907.71  costs,  making  in  all 
the  sum  of  $27,131.71. 

The  pleadings  are  as  follows  : 

Plaintiffs  complain  of  the  defendants,  and  aver  that  the 
defendants  are  a  corporation  created  by  and  under  the  sta- 
tutes of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  transacting  business 
at  Williamsburgh,  in  the  county  of  Kings,  in  said  state. 

That  at  the  dates  of  the  several  instruments  hereinafter 
mentioned,  one  Charles  W.  Houghton  was  the  president  of 
the  said  bank,  and  as  such  had  power  and  authority  to 
accept  drafts  and  certify  checks  drawn  upon  the  said  bank, 
and  to  bind  the  said  bank  thereby. 

That  on  or  about  the  Slst  day  of  December,  1853,  one 
Thomas  Green  drew  his  draft  or  check  in  the  words  fol- 
lowing : 

"No.  .  .  .  Williamsburgh,  Dec.  31,  1853.  Farmers' & 
Citizens'  Bank  of  Long  Island.  Pay  to  the  order  of  W.  A. 
Cleaveland  five  thousand  dollars.     $5,000.     Thos.  Green." 

[<'  Gk>od.    C.  W.  Houghton,  Pros."] 

And  then  and  there  delivered  the  same  to  the  payee 
thereof.  That  said  draft  or  check  was  presented  to  said 
defendants,  and  that  said  defendants  by  their  said  presi- 
dent accepted  the  said  instrument  in  writing;  and  said 
Charles  W.  Houghton,  so  acting  as  said  president,  then  and 
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there  in  writing  on  the  face  of  said  check  or  draft,  certified 
the  same  in  the  words  following :  *'  Good.  G.  W.  Hough- 
ton,.Pres." 

That  said  check  or  draft  was  indorsed  by  said  payee, 
and  so  indorsed,  accepted  and  certified  was  by  him  trans- 
ferred and  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs.  That  the  said  draft 
or  check  was  presented  to  defendants  for  payment,  who 
then  and  there  refused  to  pay  the  same,  and  that  the  same 
remains  wholly  unpaid. 

And  for  a  second  cause  of  action  the  plaintiffs  allege 
that  one  C.  W.  Houghton  drew  his  draft  or  check  in  the 
words  and  figures  following : 

"  No.  .  .  .  WiUiamsburgh,  Feb.  4th,  1854.  Farmers^ 
&  Citizens'  Bank  of  Long  Island.  Pay  to  the  order  of  W. 
A.  Cleaveland  fifty-five  hundred  dollars.  $5,600.  C.  W. 
Houghton." 

["Good.    C.  W.  Houghton."] 

That  said  defendants  by  their  said  president  accepted 
the  said  instrument  in  writing,  and  said  Charles  W.  Hough- 
ton acting  as  such  president  then,  and  in  writing  on  the 
face  of  said  check  or  draft,  certified  the  same  in  the  said 
filling.  "  Good.  C.  W.  Houghton."  That  said  check  or 
draft  was  indorsed  by  said  payee,  and  so  indorsed,  accepted 
and  certified  was  by  him  transferred  and  delivered  to  the 
plaintiffs. 

That  the  said  draft  or  check  was  presented  to  defendants 
at  their  banking-house  for  payment,  who  then  and  there 
refused  to  pay  the  same,  and  that  the  same  remains  wholly 
unpaid. 

And  for  a  third  cause  of  action  plaintiffs  allege  that  C. 
W.  Houghton  drew  his  certain  draft  or  check  in  the  words 
and  figures  followiDg : 

"  No.  .  .  .  WiUiamsburgh,  Feb.  25th,  1854.  Farmers' 
&  Citizens'  Bank  of  Long  Island. .  Pay  to  the  order  of  W. 
A.  Cleaveland,  Esq,,  ten  thousand  dollars.  $10,000.  C. 
W.  Houghton." 

[''  Good.    C.  W.  Houghton^  Prcs."] 
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That  said  defendants  by  their  said  president  accepted 
the  said  instrument  in  writing,  and  said  Charles  W.  Hough- 
ton acting  as  said  president  then  and  there  in  writing  on 
the  face  of  said  check  or  draft,  certified  the  same  in  the 
said  filling :  "  Good.     C.  W.  Houghton." 

That  said  check  or  draft  was  indorsed,  accepted  and  cer- 
tified, was  by  him  transferred  and  (ielivered  to  the  plain- 
tiflFs.*  That  the  said  check  or  draft  was  presented  to  de- 
fendants at  their  banking-house  for  payment,  who  then  and 
there  refused  to  pay  the  dame,  and  that  the  same  remains 
wholly  unpaid. 

Plaintiffs  aver  that  said  checks  are  wholly  unpaid. 

Wherefore  plaintiffs  demand  judgment  against  defend- 
ants for  twenty  thousand  and  five  hundred  dollars,  and 
interest  from  December  31st,  1853,  on  five  thousand  dol- 
lars ;  and  from  the  4:th  of  February,  1854,  on  five  thousand 
five  hundred  dollars  ;  and  from  February  25,  1854,  on  ten 
thousand  dollars,  besides  costs. 

The  defendants,  by  Sidney  L.  Griffin,  their  attorney, 
answering  the  complaint  in  the  above  entitled  action,  deny 
that  at  the  dates  of  the  several  alleged  instruments  men- 
tioned in  said  complaint,  one  Charles  W.  Houghton  was  the 
president  of  said  bank,  and  as  such  had  power  and  autho- 
rity to  accept  drafts  or  certify  checks  upon  said  bank,  or 
to  bind  the  said  bank  thereby,  as  alleged  in  said  complaint. 

And  said  defendants  also  deny  that  the  alleged  check 
first  mentioned  and  described  in  said  complaint,  was  then 
and  there  delivered  to  the  payee  thereof,  or  that  it  was 
presented  to  said  defendants,  or  that  said  defendants  by 
their  said  president  accepted  said  instrument  in  writing; 
or  that  said  check  or  draft  was  indorsed  by  said  payee,  or 
was  by  him  transferred  or  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs ;  or 
that  said  draft  or  check  was  presented  to  the  defendants 
for  payment ;  or  that  the  same  remains  unpaid,  as  particu- 
larly set  forth  in  said  complaint. 

And  said  defendants  also  deny  that  said  defendants,  by 
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iLeir  alleged  president,  accepted  the  alleged  iuBtrument  in 
writing,  mentioned  and  set  forth  for  a  second  cause  of 
action  in  said  complaint,  or  that  said  Charles  W.  Hough- 
ton, acting  as  snch  president,  there  and  in  writing  certified 
the  same  as  set  forth  in  said  complaint,  or  that  said  check 
or  draft  was  indorsed  by  the  payee,  or  was  by  him  trans- 
ferred or  delivered  to  the  plaintiflTs ;  or  that  the  said  alle- 
ged draft  or  check  was  presented  to  defendants  at  their 
banking-house  for  payment ;  or  that  the  same  remains  un- 
paid as  particularly  set  forth  in  said  complaint. 

And  said  defendants  also  deny  that  said  defendants,  by 
their  alleged  president,  accepted  the  alleged  instrument  in 
writing,  mentioned  and  set  forth  for  a  third  cause  of  action 
in  said  complaint ;  or  that  said  Charles  W.  Houghton  act- 
ing as  such  alleged  president,  then  or  there  in  writing  cer- 
tified the  same  as  set  forth  in  said  complaint ;  or  that  said 
check  or  draft  was  indorsed  by  the  said  payee,  or  was  by 
him  transferred  or  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  ;  or  that  said 
draft  or  check  was  presented  to  defendants  at  their  bank 
ing-liouse  for  payment ;  or  that  the  same  remains  unpaiv. 
as  particularly  set  forth  in  said  complaint. 

And  for  further  answer  to  said  complaint  said  defend- 
ants say  that  the  several  drafts  or  checks  mentioned  and 
described  in  said  complaint,  were  drawn  or  madQ ;  and  if 
certified,  as  set  forth  in  said  complaint,  were  certified  at 
the  oflSce  of  the  Long  Island  Water  Works  Company,  Nos. 
45  and  46  Merchants'  Exchange,  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
and  not  at  the  banking-house  of  defendants,  without  autho- 
rity, and  when  neither  said  Thomas  Green  or  said  Charles 
W.  Houghton  had  money  or  funds  on  deposit  in  said  Farm- 
ers' and  Citizens'  Bank,  to  enable  said  bank  or  said  de- 
fendants to  pay  the  said  drafts  or  checks  or  either  of  them. 
And  that  the  defendants  or  said  bank  were  never  informed 
in  any  manner  by  said  plaintiffs  or  said  Cleaveland,  or  by 
any  other  person,  that  said  several  alleged  drafts  oi  checks 
wer«  drawn  or  certified,  as  alleged  in  said  complaint,  until 
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about  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action ;  nor 
that  said  alleged  drafts  or  checks  were  held  or  claimed  in 
any  manner  by  said  plaintiffs  until  the  service  of  said  com- 
plaint and  summons  in  this  action  on  the  defendants. 

And  for  further  answer  to  said  complaint  said  defend- 
ants  say  that  the  amount  of  the  alleged  draft  or  check  first 
mentioned  and  described  in  said  complaint,  was  paid  said 
Gieaveland  in  full  by  said  Thomas  Green,  as  these  defend- 
ants are  informed  and  believe,  shortly  after  the  drawing  of 
said  draft  or  check  by  said  Green  to  said  Gieaveland,  to 
wit :  before  the  alleged  transfer  and  delivery  of  said  draft 
or  check  to  said  plaintiffs,  and  at  the  time  of  said  payment 
and  oftentimes  since,  said  Gieaveland  promised  to  return 
said  draft  or  check  to  said  Green,  but  excused  himself  for 
not  doing  so  by  alleging  that  said  check  was  in  his  box  at 
bis  residence  in  Brooklyn. 

And  for  further  answer  to  said  complaint  said  defend- 
ants say  that  the  several  amounts  of  the  alleged  drafts  or 
checks  mentioned  and  described  in  the  second  and  third 
causes  of  action  in  said  complaint,  were  severally  paid  said 
Gieaveland  in  full  by  said  Gharles  W.  Houghton,  as  these 
defendants  are  also  informed  and  believe,  shortly  after  the 
alleged  drawing  of  said  several  drafts  or  checks  by  said 
Houghton,  to  said  Gieaveland,  to  wit :  before  the  alleged 
transfer  and  delivery  of  said  drafts,  checks,  or  either  of 
them,  to  said  plaintiffs,  and  at  the  several  times  of  said 
payments  and  oftentimes  since,  said  Gieaveland  promised 
to  return  said  drafts  or  checks  to  said  Houghton,  but  ex- 
cused himself  for  not  doing  so  by  alleging  that  said  check 
or  checks  were  in  his  box  at  Brooklyn. 

And  for  further  answer  to  said  complaint  said  defend- 
ants say  that  each  and  all  of  the  alleged  drafts  or  checks 
mentioned  and  described  in  said  complaint  was  or  were 
transferred  and  delivered  by  said  Gieaveland  to  said  plain- 
tiffs, if  the  same  or  either  of  them  was  or  were  transferred 
or  delivered  to  said  plaintiffs  without  consideration  and 
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for  the  accommodation  of  said  Gleaveland,  and  said  checks 
and  each  of  them  were,  as  the  defendants  are  informed  and 
believe,  drawn  and  delivered  respectively  by  said  Oreen 
and  Houghton  to  said  Cleavejand,  usnriously  and  in  contra- 
vention of  the  statutes  of  the  state  of  New  York,  against 
usury,  and  a  sum  greater  than  seven  per  cent  was  agreed 
on  and  reserved  for  the  money  advanced  respectively  on 
said  drafts  or  checks,  to  wit :  one-eighth  of  one  per  cent, 
a  day,  to  wit :  nine  thousand  dollars,  to  wit :  45{  per  cent, 
per  annum,  and  the  same  was  accepted  and  received  by 
said  Gleaveland,  and  he  never  had  any  other  or  different 
title  to  sa  id  drats  or  checks  or  either  of  them. 

At  a  circuit  court  held  at  the  city  hall  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  on  the  sixth  day  of  May,  1856 — ^in  open  court — 
present,  Hon.  Hen&t  E.  Da  vies.  Justice. 

This  cause  having  been  called  in  its  regular  order  on  the 
calendar  for  trial,  on  motion  of  Burrill,  Davison  &  Burrill, 
plaintiffs'  attorneys,  no  one  appearing  in  opposition  thereto, 
ordered  that  the  above  action  and  all  the  issues  therein  be, 
and  the  same  are  hereby  referred  to  E.  P.  Gowles,  Esq., 
counsellor  at  law,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  as  sole  referee, 
to  hear  and  determine  the  same. 

To  the  court :  The  undersigned  referee  reports  as  fol- 
lows: 

I  have  been  attended  by  the  counsel  for  the  respective 
parties,  and  have  heard  their  proofs  and  allegations,  and 
the  arguments  of  counsel,  and  find  as  matter  of  fact  the 
following : 

First. — That  the  three  checks  set  forth  in  the  complaint 
were  drawn  by  the  respective  drawers  thereof  on  the  days 
of  their  several  dates,  and  severally  accepted  and  certified, 
indorsed  and  delivered,  as  therein  alleged. 

Second. — That  the  said  checks  at  the  times  they  were 
respectively  drawn  and  delivered  to  the  payee  therein 
named,  were  so  accepted  and  certified  by  C.  W.  Houghton, 
as  president  of  the  said  bank ;  and  he  at  the  time  of  such 
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acceptance  and  certification  was  the  president  of  the  de* 
fendants'  bank,  and  as  such  president  authorized  by  such 
bank  to  certify  checks  drawn  upon  said  bank;  such  checks 
were  so  certified  by  said  Houghton  at  his  business  office  in 
the  city  of  New  York ;  but  of  such  fact  the  plaintiffs  when 
they  received  the  same  and  paid  the  money  thereupon,  had 
no  notice. 

Third. — ^The  said  checks  so  certified  were  each  of  them 
on  the  several  days  they  respectively  bear  date,  delivered 
to  the  payee  thereof;  who  upon  receiving  them  paid  to  the 
respective  drawers  of  them  upon  the  same  days,  the  full 
amount  of  the  face  of  each  check. 

Fourth. — The  payee  of  such  checks,  on  the  same  day  of 
the  respective  dates  of  them,  respectively  indorsed  and 
transferred  the  same  and  each  of  them  to  the  plaintiffs ; 
and  the  plaintiffs  when  they  received  the  said  checks  res- 
pectively, paid  to  the  payee  thereof  the  full  amount  of  the 
face  of  each  check,  and  that  the  said  plaintiffs  so  received 
the  said  checks  in  good  faith. 

Fifth. — The  plaintiffs  have,  ever  since  the  said  checks 
were  severally  passed  to  them  as  aforesaid,  been  the  actual 
holders  of  them  and  each  of  them. 

Sixth. — ^On  or  before  the  first  day  of  December,  1854,  the 
plaintiffs  presented  the  said  checks  to  the  defendants  at 
their  bank  for  payment,  and  payment  thereof  was  demanded 
and  refused. 

Seventh. — The  amount  of  such  checks  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  Ist  day  of  December,  1854,  is  as  follows : 

Principal, $20,500 

Interest  to  date,  ....       5,724 


$26,224 
Upon  these  facts  I  determine  as  matter  of  law,  that  the 
defendants  are  liable  upon  such  checks,  by  reason  of  such 
certification  of  them  by  the  president  of  such  bank. 

Second. — The  plaintiffs   are  entitled   to  judgment  for 
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twenty-six  thousand  two  hundred  and  twenty-four  dollars, 
($26,224,)  with  costs. 

All  of  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

Edward  P.  Gowles,  Referee* 

The  following  is  the  opinion  of  the  referee  : 

The  drawers  of  the  three  several  checks  in  question, 
Green  and  Houghton,  received  from  the  payee,  Cleaveland, 
on  the  day  of  the  dates  of  the  checks  respectively,  the  full 
amount  of  the  face  of  them,  and  each  of  them.  They  were, 
therefore,  valid  securities  in  the  hands  of  Cleaveland,  the 
payee.  Upon  this  point  there  is  no  dispute.  If  Cleaveland 
passed  them  on  the  days  they  respectively  bear  date,  to 
the  plaintiffs,  for  full  value,  then  it  is  quite  immaterial 
whether  Green  and  Houghton  subsequently  paid  Cleave- 
land or  not ;  since,  if  plaintiffs,  not  Cleaveland,  were  at  the 
time  of  such  alleged  payment,  the  actual  holders  of  them, 
the  payment  to  Cleaveland  without  the  production  by  him 
of  the  check,  would  not  operate  to  discharge  the  securities. 
Upon  a  careful  analysis  of  the  whole  testimony,  I  must  find, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  plaintiffs  became,  on  the  days'  of 
the  drawing  of  the  several  checks,  the  bona  fide  holders  of 
them  from  Cleaveland  for  full  value. 

If  the  testimony  of  Cleaveland  upon  the  question  of  plain- 
tiffs' title  to  the  checks  is  entirely  discredited,  even  then 
there  remains  the  positive  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  Ward, 
supported  in  part  at  least  by  the  checks  given  by  the  plain- 
tiffs to  Cleaveland  on  the  31st  of  December,  1853,  and  4th 
of  February,  1854.  The  circumstance  which,  unexplained, 
would  tend  to  cast  suspicion  upon  Ward's  testimony,  would 
be  mainly  the  long  holding  of  these  checks  by  the  plaintiffs 
without  presentation  to  the  bank.  When  Ward  was  on 
the  stand,  plaintiffs  offered  to  prove  by  him  the  reason  why 
plaintiffs  held  the  papers  so  long  without  presentation.  To 
this  the  defendants  objected,  and  the  referee  improperly, 
as  he  now  thinks,  excluded  the  testimony  so  offered. 

Now,  while  it  is  true  that  the  protracted  holding  of  these 
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ohecks  by  plaintiffs,  without  presentatioD,  would,  nnex- 
plained,  be  a  circumstance  of  the  grossest  suspicion  as  res- 
pects to  good  faith  of  their  title,  yet  it  is  not  competent  for 
the  defendants  to  urge  such  objection,  and  at  the  same 
time  refuse  to  hear  the  proffered  explanation. 

The  explanation  offered  was  ruled  out  on  defendants' 
motion,  and  the  absence  of  it  must  not  now  be  invoked  to 
impeach  the  plaintiffs'  title. 

If,  therefore,  the  case  depended  on  Ward's  testimony 
alone,  uncorroborated  by  Cleaveland,  the  finding  must  ne- 
cessarily be  in  favor  of  plaintiffs.  But  it  is  proper  to 
remark  further,  that  upon  the  whole  testimony,  Cleaveland 
seems  to  be  sustained  by  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

It  is  not  pretended  by  either  Green  or  Houghton,  that 
they  ever  saw  the  checks  in  Gleaveland's  hands  after  their 
respective  dates ;  and  while  it  is  not  impossible,  it  is  yet 
out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  things  for  parties  to  pay  out- 
standing paper  without  its  production  and  cancelation. 

Green  certainly  does  not  give  any  very  satisfactory 
account  of  his  alleged  payment  to  Cleaveland  ;  he  produces 
neither  memorandum  or  vouchers  for  it.  Houghton  pro- 
duces no  voucher  for  the  payment  of  the  precise  amount  of 
his  two  checks. 

While,  by  the  account  of  moneys  received  from  and  paid 
to  Cleaveland,  which  he,  Houghton,  says  is  in  Cleaveland's 
handwriting,  there  was  a  large  balance  due  to  Cleaveland, 
both  on  the  13th  and  27th  of  February,  (the  days  on  which 
Houghton  says  his  two  checks  in  suit  were  paid,)  over  and 
above  the  payment  he  made  on  each  of  these  occasions.  In 
the  absence  of  express  proof  of  any  order  for  the  direct 
application  of  these  payments  to  these  checks,  the  infer- 
ence of  the  law,  from  the  state  of  the  accounts  as  shown 
by  such  statement,  would  be,  that  those  payments  were  on 
general  account.  It  is  not  singular  that  Cleaveland  should 
have  put  both  of  these  checks,  those  in  suit,  into  his  account 
with  Houghton,  being,  as  he  was,  indorser  upon  both  of 
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them,  as  such  liable  to  the  holder.  Again  :  taking  into 
consideration  the  large  pecuniary  transactions  which 
had  taken  place  between  Gleaveland  and  Houghton,  the 
amount  and  varied  character  of  the  securities  which  Gleave- 
land had  held  at  different  times  against  Houghton,  the  tes- 
timony of  the  witnesses  other  than  Houghton,  to  the  con- 
versations about  securities  which  Houghton  claimed  should 
be  surrendered  to  him  by  Gleaveland,  is  of  little  value  as 
contradicting  Gleaveland,  or  as  tending  to  show  that  such 
conversations  had  reference  to  these  two  checks.  None  of 
these  witnesses  were  pecuniarily  interested  in  the  discus- 
sion. None  of  them  knew  particularly  the  details  of  the 
business  then  under  discussion.  None  of  them  heard  all 
that  passed  between  Houghton  and  Gleaveland.  Some 
years  have  elapsed  since  those  conversations,  and  there  is 
too  much  indefiniteness  and  vagueness  in  this  testimony  to 
rendelr  it  of  any  great  value  as  impeaching  Gleaveland  or 
supporting  Houghton.  To  these  considerations  must  also 
be  added  the  testimony  of  Ward,  which,  if  credited,  tends 
to  support  Gleaveland.  I  cannot,  therefore,  regard  Gleave- 
land's  integrity  as  having  been  successfully  assailed. 

If  I  am  right  in  holding  the  plaintiffs  to  be  bona  fide 
holders  of  the  checks,  the  only  remaining  question  is  as  to 
the  liability  of  the  bank  upon  Houghton's  certificate.  Upon 
this  question  I  can  entertain  no  doubt. 

The  by-laws  of  the  bank,  in  restricting  the  power  of  cer- 
tifying checks  to  certain  specified  oflScers,  of  which  the  pre- 
sident was  one,  have  thereby  conferred  such  power  upon 
those  oflBcers  in  direct  terms,  or  in  what  is  legally  tanta- 
mount thereto. 

A  check  is  a  bill  of  exchange. 

The  certificate  of  a  check  by  the  proper  bank  oificer  as 
'^  good,"  is,  in  all  its  legal  effects,  the  same  as  an  accept- 
ance of  the  bill,  and  binds  the  bank  to  its  payment. 
Whether  Gleaveland,  knowing  that  such  certificate  had 
been  given  at  a  place  other  than  that  of  the  bank  parlor 
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or  coanter,  could  hold  the  bank  on  the  certificate  of  the 
president,  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss,  for  no  such  know- 
ledge is  brought  home  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  report  must  be  for  the  plaintiffs.  Interest  cannot 
be  allowed  further  than  from  the  date  of  the  demand  of 
payment.  Ward  supposes,  although  he  cannot  know,  that 
his  partner,  Glaflin,  made  the  demand  some  time  in  June, 
1854.  There  is  no  certain  proof  that  the  demand  was 
earlier  than  the  fall  of  1854.  The  date  of  the  demand 
being  late  in  the  fall,  though  not  fixed  with  entire  certainty, 
I  shall  adopt. the  first  of  December,  1854,  as  the  date  from 
which  to  charge  interest,  although  the  demand  was  pro* 
bably  in  fact  somewhat  earlier  than  that.  The  report  will 
therefore  be  as  follows : 

Principal  of  checks — Ist,  -        -        -        $5,000 

"  "  2d,        -        -        -        •      5,500 

"  "  3d,  -        -        -        10,000 


$20,500 
Interest  from  Dec.  Ist,  1854  to  date  of  report,     6,724 


$26,224 
Edward  P.  Cowles,  Referee. 
Dated  Kovemher  26M,  1858. 

From  the  judgment  entered  on  the  report  of  the  referee, 
the  defendants  appealed  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court,  on  a  case  containing  exceptions. 

William  C.  Noyes  and  John  M.  Martin,  for  appeVts, 
Charles  O'Conor  and  John  E.  Burrill,  for  respHs, 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  Justice.  An  agent  cannot,  in 
general,  act  so  as  to  bind  his  principal  in  matters  touching 
bis  agency,  where  he  has  an  adverse  interest  in  himself; 
{Stone  agt.  Hays,  5  Denio,  575  ;  Bentley  agt.  The  Columbia 
Ins.  Co.,  17  JV.  r.  jR.,  423.) 

There  is  an  exception  in  the  application  of  this  principle 
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in  favor  of  the  holders  of  negotiable  paper  acquired  in  good 
faith  before  due,  for  value,  without  notice  of  the  miscon- 
duct of  the  agent,  or  the  knowledge  of  such  facts  as  would 
amount  to  a  want  of  good  faith  in  the  taker  of  such  paper. 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  interest  of  Houghton  is  as- 
sumed to  be  at  variance  with  his  duty.  His  interest  was 
an  inducement  to  him  to  certify  his  own  checks  without 
funds.  It  was  his  duty  not  to  do  it.  The  public,  however, 
cannot  be  apprised,  from  the  face  of  the  checks,  of  the  ex- 
istence of  this  conflict  between  interest  and  duty.  The 
president  of  the  bank  may  have  money  there  on  deposit  as 
well  as  another  man.  The  money  being  in  bank,  the  certi- 
fication of  his  own  check  would  not  be  adverse  to  the  duty 
of  the  president.  As  between  the  bank  and  its  own  officer, 
it  is  entirely  clear  that  such  a  certification  would  create 
no  liability. 

The  general  authority  to  certify  checks  had  been  con- 
ferred by  the  bank  on  their  president.  The  identity  be- 
tween the  name  of  the  drawer  and  the  president  of  the 
bank  who  certified  the  check,  did  not  necessarily  inform 
any  one,  by  the  mere  force  of  that  fact,  that  the  drawer  had 
certified  his  own  checks  without  funds  in  the  banL  It  was 
possible  that  he  had  so  done.  It  was  not  probable,  how- 
ever ;  and  the  usual  presumptions  of  innocence  and  fair 
dealing  were  against  the  existence  of  doubts  about  the  con- 
duct of  the  president  of  the  bank. 

The  presumption  of  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs does  not  necessarily  arise  from  the  manner  of  certifi- 
cation. That  fact,  with  other  circumstances,  might  have 
brought  the  referee  or  a  jury  to  the  conclusion  that  here 
was  a  want  of  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
taking  the  checks ;  but  the  certification  in  the  manner  men- 
tioned was  not  conclusive,  as  evidence,  to  deprive  the  plain- 
tiffs of  the  protection  afforded  to  bona  fide  holders  of  nego- 
tiable paper.  (20  How.  U.  S.  R.,  345  ;  Story  on  Bills,  ^  194  ; 
34  Eng.  L.  4-  Eq.,  131.) 
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The  legal  principles  respecting  the  subject  of  agency  as 
applicable  to  the  certification  of  checks,  their  character 
and  negotiability,  and  the  protection  to  which  bona  fidt 
holders  thereof  are  entitled,  are  fully  considered  by  the 
court  of  appeals  in  the  Farmers^  tf  Mechanics^  Bank  of  Kent 
County  agt.  The  Butchers^  if  Drovers'  Bank^  {reported  14  JV*. 
F.  R.f  634,  and  16  td.,  126,)  and  are  controlling  as  far  as 
they  are  applicable  in  the  case  now  before  the  court 

We  agree  with  the  referee,  that  the  defendants  cannot 
now  urge  any  reasons  against  a  recovery  arising  from  the 
delay  occurring  before  the  checks  were  presented  for  pay- 
ment, after  having  by  objections  at  the  trial  prevented  the 
explanations  ofiered  by  the  plaintiffs  in  that  respect.* 

The  several  objections  taken  during  the  progresa  of  the 
trial  to  the  admission  or  exclusion  of  evidence,  Ac,  so  far 
as  they  were  urged  at  the  argument,  have  been  examined, 
but  none 'of  them  are  considered  well  taken,  and  do  not 
seem  to  require  an  extended  review. 

Judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

From  this  judgment  the  defendants  brought  an  appeal 
to  this  court,  and  also  asked  leave  of  the  court  to  review 
two  intermediate  orders  of  affirmance  of  the  supreme  court, 
which  it  was  claimed  necessarily  affected  the  judgment. 

John  M.  Martin  and  Wm.  Cuetis  Noyes,  for  appePts. 
John  E.  Bubrill  and  Charles  O'Gonor,  for  respHs. 

By  the  court,  Selden,  J.  The  only  question  in  this  case 
which  seems  to  me  to  require  serious  consideration,  is, 
whether  Mr.  Houghton  could  bind  the  bank  by  accepting 

*Notb.^I(  ftppesn  from  the  ewe,  that  Af(«r  this  rallng  by  the  referee,  he  re- 
marked to  the  couiisel  on  both  sides,  that  he  thought  upon  refleotiooy  that  i aeh 
raling  was  erroneous ;  bat  the  defendants'  oonnsel  did  not  irithdraw  his  objection, 
nor  did  plaintifis'  oonnsel  put,  or  offer  farther  to  put  the  question,  and  the  ease  pro- 
eeeded  without  any  ehange  of  the  referee's  minutes.  Now,  it  is  a  settled  dootrine^ 
thai  where  eyidenoe  is  ruled  ont,  and  the  jndge  afterwards  allows  counsel  an  oppor* 
tunitj  to  introduce  it,  which  he  declines,  error  does  not  lie  for  the  ruling  oat. 
<i>' JiMiergiM  agt.  Morga%y  S  Wkart,,  2d.) 


NEW  TORK  PRACnOS  REPORTS.  15 

Clafllii  agt.  FaniMn*  *  CItiMiit*  Buk  of  Long  IfUnd. 

checks  or  drafts  drawn  by  himself.  It  is  a  well  settled 
nde  of  the  law  of  agency,  to  which  I  apprehend  there  is 
no  exception,  that  no  person  can  act  as  the  agent  of  both 
parties  to  a  contract,  although  he  may  himself  have  no 
interest  on  either  side ;  nor  can  he  act  as  agent  in  regard 
to  a  contract  in  which  he  has  any  interest,  or  to  which  he 
is  a  party,  on  the  side  opposite  to  his  principal.  In  the 
present  case,  Mr.  Houghton,  as  the  drawer  of  the  checks, 
was  the  party  with  whom  the  contract  of  acceptance  was 
primarily  made,  and  stood  therefore  precisely  in  those  op- 
posite relations  which  the  rule  referred  to  forbids.  It  is 
not  necessary  for  the  principal  in  such  cases  to  show  that 
the  agent  has  acted  unfairly,  or  that  he  himself  has  sus* 
tained  any  injury.  The  act  of  the  agent  is  deemed  to  be 
unauthorized,  and  the  contract  is  void. 

It  is  conceded,  in  the  opinion  of  the  supreme  court  in 
this  case,  that  as  between  the  bank  and  Mr.  Houghton,  the 
certificate  of  acceptance  of  the  latter  would  not  be  obliga- 
tory. But  that  court  supposed  that  a  subsequent  bona  fide 
holder  could  nevertheless  avail  himself  of  such  certificate. 
The  difiGiculty  in  the  way  of  this  conclusion,  however,  is, 
that  the  want  of  authority  in  Mr.  Houghton  to  bind  the 
bank  appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  check.  There  could 
be  no  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  instrument.  An  indorser 
of  commercial  paper  may,  it  is  true,  very  frequently  acquire 
rights  superior  to  those  of  the  original  party ;  but  never, 
so  far  as  I  am  aware,  when  he  has  notice  of  the  defect.  If 
he  knows  the  facts  which  would  render  the  paper  void  in 
the  hands  of  the  party  from  whom  he  derives  title,  he  can 
not  recover. 

The  supreme  court  seems  to  have  supposed  that  to  pre* 
vent  the  plaintiffs  from  being  considered  as  bona  fide  hold- 
ers, they  must  have  known  that  the  drawer  had  no  funds 
in  the  bank  to  meet  the  check.  This  was  clearly  an  error. 
The  acceptance  was  void  in  the  hands  of  the  drawer,  irre- 
spective of  the  question  whether  he  had  or  had  not  such 


16  NIW  YORK  PEACTIOB  EEPORTS. 

WmUms  ugi.  O'Eeefe. 

funds.  The  doable  relation  in  which  Mr.  Honghton  stood 
alone  rendered  it  void,  and  of  this  the  plaintiffs  were  ap- 
prised by  the  check.  It  could  not  be  necessary  that  they 
should  have  had  notice  of  any  other  fact  in  order  to  defeat 
their  recovery,  as  the  same  facts  which  render  commercial 
paper  void  in  the  hands  of  the  original  party,  will  equally 
avoid  it  in  the  hands  of  any  subsequent  holder  having 
notice  of  such  facts. 

It  is  of  no  importance  that  the  referee  has  found  as  a 
fact  that  the  plaintiffs  were  bona  fide  holders.  This  finding 
is  opposed  by  the  plain  law  of  the  case,  and  is  therefore 
nugatory.  This  reasoning  applies  to  two  only  of  the  checks 
upon  which  the  action  is  brought.  I  see  no  obstacle  to  a 
recovery  upon  the  check  drawn  by  Green. 

The  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  should  be  reversed, 
and  there  should  be  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  of  the 
two  appeals  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  residue  of  the 
costs  to  abide  the  result  of  the  new  trial. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
George  Williams  agt.  John  O'Keefe  and  another. 

A  corporation  ordinance  forbidding  a  greater  rate  of  speed  than  that  fixed  as  legal 
therein,  for  vehiclea  in  the  city  of  New  York,  is  eompetent  and  proper  epidence 
In  an  action  for  damages  caused  by  being  run  over  by  a  Tehlolein  saoh  streets,  to 
show  that  the  plaintiff  was  free  from  negligence,  though  it  famishes  no  eyidenoe 
of  negligence  in  fact  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 

A  citizen  of  the  city  of  New  York  is  presumed  to  know  of  the  existence  of  its  ordi- 
nances and  their  prorisions,  and  has  a  right  on  the  presumption  that  they  will  be 
obeyed.    The  law  of  negligence  discussed  by  Momell,  J. 

Unless  proof  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  is  so  strong  that  the  eonrt 

.  would  set  aside  a  verdiot  in  his  faror  as  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  it  is  not 
proper  to  take  that  <][aestlon  from  the  jozy. 

General  Term,  October^  1862, 

BoswoBTH,  CA.  J.,  MoNCRiEF,  RoBERTsoN,  Barbour  and 

MoNELL,  Justices. 
Appeal  from  a  judgment.    Case  was  tried  by. a  jury. 
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On  the  23d  of  November,  1859,  in  the  evening,  plaintiff 
was  pasring  vp  the  Bowery.  When  crossing  Second  street 
the  plaintiff  was  struck  by  one  of  the  defendants'  stages, 
(whose  route  lay  through  the  Bowery  and  Second  street.) 
The  pole  struck  the  plaintiff,  knocked  him  down,  broke  his 
arm  and  injured  his  neck*  The  plaintiff  testifies  that  the 
stage  was  going  "  furious,"  "  pretty  hard,"  "  a  hard  trot," 
<(  going  fast."  The  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  an  ordi- 
nance of  the  corporation,  declaring  it  to  be  unlawful  to 
drive  any  vehicle  in  streets  of  the  city  fester  than  six  miles 
an  hour,  or  faster  than  upon  a  walk  in  going  around  the 
corner  of  any  street.  This  was  objected  to  by  the  defendants. 
This  objection  was- overruled,  and  the  defendants  excepted. 
The  defendants  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  on  the 
ground,  substantially,  that  the  accident  was  occasioned  by 
the  plaintiff's  negligence,  or  that  his  own  negligence  con- 
tributed to  produce  the  injuries.  The  motion  was  denied, 
and  the  defendants  excepted.  Considerable  testimony  was 
given  by  the  defendants,  designed  to  contradict  the  plain- 
tiff's evidence.  The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  in  fevor  of 
the  plaintiff  for  fifteen  hundred  dollars. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  denied  at  special  term,  and 
this  appeal  is  as  well  from  the  order  denying  the  motion, 
as  from  the  judgment. 

Geo.  R.  Thompson,  for  the  appellants. 

I.  The  verdict  is  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

n.  The  ordinance  of  the  city  of  New  York  against  driv- 
ing at  a  greater  rate  of  speed  than  that  allowed  therein, 
was  inadmissible  in  evidence  to  show  negleot  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants.  An  infraction  of  such  an  ordinance  is, 
in  itself,  no  evidence  of  negligence ;  and,  besides,  there  was 
no  evidence  to  show  such  an  infraction.  The  ordinance 
may  have  been  violated,  and  the  party  violating  it  have 
been  still  guiltless  of  negligence.  Indeed,  cases  may  be 
Vol.  XXIV.  2 
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Bapposed  in  which  it  would  be  evidence  of  great  neglect 
not  to  violate  the  ordinance.  The  ordinance  was  no  evi- 
dence, and  should  have  been  excluded.  {Brawn  agt  The 
BuJ/'afo  ^  State  Line  R.  R.  Co.,  22  JV.  F.,  1910 

S.  C.  H.  Bailey,  for  the  respondent 

By  the  court,  Monixl,  J.  There  was  no  valid  objection 
to  proving  the  corporation  ordinance  regulating  the  rate  of 
speed  of  vehicles  in  the  city.  The  objection  to  it  was,  that 
no  infraction  of  it  having  been  shown,  it  was  immaterial. 
It  does  not  appear  for  what  purpose  it  was  offered,  and 
although  it  furnished  no  evidence  of  negligence  in  fact  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  {Brown  agt.  The  B,  tp  S.  L.  R. 
R.  Co,,  22  JV.  F.  it.,  191,)  yet  it  seems  to  me  it  was  proper 
and  competent  evidence  for  another  purpose,  namely,  as 
teiuling  to  prove,  in  connection  with  other  testimony,  that 
there  was  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plainti£  This 
ordinance  was  one  of  the  public  laws  of  the  city,  and  as 
such  was  presumed  to  have  been  known  to  all  citizens. 
This  knowledge  was  calculated  to  regulate,  in  a  greater  or 
less  degree,  the  care  which  any  one  traveling  upon  the 
streets  would  exercise.  The  presumption  is,  that  the  ordi- 
nauoe  would  be  observed ;  that  in  turning  around  a  corner 
from  one  street  into  another,  necessarily  passing  over  the 
cross-walk,  the  pace  of  the  horses  would  be  slackened  to  a 
walk.  Surely,  then,  a  foot  passenger  knowing  that  such 
an  ordinance  existed,  and  believing  that  it  would  be  ob- 
served, would  not  be  called  upon  to  exercise  that  care  and 
prudence  which  he  would  exercise  if  there  was  no  restric- 
tion upon  the  rate  of  travel.  So  that,  if  he  had  reason  to 
believe  the  vehicle  would  hold  up  to  a  walk  as  it  ap- 
proached the  side-walk,  he  would  and  might  properly  and 
with  safety  act  very  differently  than  if  he  believed  the  ve- 
hicle would  continue  on  across  the  side-walk  at  a  rapid  rate. 
The  evidence,  in  my  judgment,  was  therefore  proper  as 
tending  to  relieve  the  plaintiff  from  the  imputation  of  neg- 
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ligence  on  his  part,  and  coald  well  be  considered  by  the 
jnry  in  connection  with  other  evidence  for  that  pnrpose. 

As  I  understand  the  law  as  now  settled  by  the  conrt  of 
last  resort  in  this  state,  negligence  is  a  question  of  fa.ct  for 
the  jnry  to  determine,  whether  it  be  negligence  on  the  part 
of  either  party.  The  plaintiff  must  be  free  from  fault,  but 
he  need  not  show  it  affirmatively  in  the  first  instance.  He 
must  be  able  to  satisfy  the  jury,  from  all  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances in  the  case,  that  he  has  not  by  his  own  neglect 
contributed  in  any  degree  to  the  injury.  {Johnson  agt.  The 
Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co:,  20  JV.  Y.  R.,  66.)  Denio,  J.,  in 
this  case  says,  (p.  69,)  after  stating  the  general  rule  :  *'  the 
plaintiff's  case  when  presented  to  the  jury,  must  not  be 
defective  on  that  point,  any  more  than  upon  that  of  the 
defendant's  negligence."  He  further  says:  "it  is  not  a 
rule  of  law  of  universal  application,  that  the  plaintiff  must 
prove  affirmatively  that  his  own  conduct  on  the  occasion 
of  the  injury  was  cautious  and  prudent.  The  onus  probandi 
in  this  as  in  most  other  cases,  depends  upon  the  position 
of  the  affair  as  it  stands  upon  the  undisputed  facts."  And 
again  :  "  the  culpability  of  the  defendant  must  be  affirma- 
tively proved  before  the  case  can  go  to  the  jury,  but  the 
absence  of  any  fault  upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  may  be 
inferred  from  circumstances." 

Accordingly,  it  seems  to  be  well  settled  that  unless  the 
proof  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  is  so  strong 
that  the  court  would  set  aside  a  verdict  in  his  favor  as 
being  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  it  is  not 
proper  to  take  that  question  from  the  jury.  Independently 
of  this  view,  I  cannot  discover  any  evidence  in  the  case,  up 
to  the  time  the  plaintiff  rested,  which  can  properly  impute 
any  negligence  to  him. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  was  properly  over- 
ruled. 

The  relation  given  by  the  defendants'  witnesses  of  the 
accident  as  seen  by  them,  if  I  could  believe  it  referred  to 
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I  ... 

the  same  accident  testified  to  by  the  plaintifif,  would  cer- 
tainly excite  the  saspicion  that  the  jury  had  not  dealt  fairly 
between  the  parties.  But  without  entering  upon  an  analysis 
of  the  testimony,  it  is  sufficient  that  I  believe  the  defend- 
ants' witnesses  saw  another  and  different  accident  occur- 
ring possibly  on  the  same  evening,  at  about  the  same  place, 
and  near  the  same  hour.  The  plaintifif's  relation  of  the 
accident  and  of  its  consequences  is,  that  he  did  not  leave 
his  house  for  nine  or  ten  days  after  he  received  the  injury. 
The  plaintiff's  and  defendants'  witnesses  stood  confronting 
each  other,  and  the  jury  who  tried  the  cause  were  best  able 
to  determine  whose  was  the  correct  version  of  the  affair. 
It 'is  enough  for  us  that  we  cannot  say  their  verdict  is 
clearly  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

The  case  seems  to  have  been  fairly  put  to  the  jury.  The 
judge  charged  as  requested  by  the  defendants,  that  there 
could  be  no  recovery  by  the  plaintiff,  if  the  jury  believed 
that  the  accident  was  caused  by  his  negligence,  or  that  his 
negligence  in  any  degree  contributed  to  the  accident.  The 
jury  have  found  against  the  defendants  upon  all  the  ques- 
tions, and  we  see  no  reason  for  disturbing  their  verdict. 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Samuel  S.  Ellsworth  agt.  William  Fultov,  Ja&vis  Light 
and  Henry  Light. 

Wlier*  ft  party  bai  given  notice  ofapp$al  hj  terviee  thereof  on  the  opposite  party^ 
bnt  not  an  the  eUrk,  he  Is  not  anthoriied  to  am$nd  under  §  S27  ef  the  Code. 

Yates  Special  Term,  March,  1862* 

Before  Welles,  Justice. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  leave  to  perfect  his  appeal  from 
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an  order  of  special  term  dated  December  24th,  1861,  grant- 
ing leave  to  defendant,  Henry  Light,  to  issue  execution  on 
the  judgment  in  his  favor  for  $42.84,  docketed  in  Tates 
county  clerk's  office  May  8,  1853,  and  vacating  the  satis- 
faction-piece upon  said  judgment  lately  filed  in  said  office. 
The  leading  facts  were  as  follows :  Prior  to  April,  1863, 
the  plaintiff  commenced  an  action  of  ejectment  against  all 
the  defendants,  to  recover  possession  of  a  parcel  of  real 
estate  situated  in  Yates  county.  The  action  was  tried  at 
the  circuit  h^ld  in  that  county  in  April,  1863,  when  the 
plaintiff  recovered  against  the  defendants  Fulton  and  Jarvis 
Light,  and  the  defendant  Henry  Light  had  a  judgment  in 
his  favor,  with  costs.  The  costs  were  duly  adjusted  at 
$42.84,  and  judgment  was  docketed  therefor  on  the  6th  of 
May  of  the  same  year.  The  plaintiff,  some  time  during  the 
latter  part  of  the  year  1861,  procured  from  the  defendant 
Henry  Light,  a  satisfaction-piece  upon  said  judgment  to  be 
duly  acknowledged,  and  filed  the  same  in  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  Yates  county.  At  the  special  term  held  for  Monroe 
county,  in  December,  1861,  the  defendant  Henry  Light  ob- 
tained an  order  upon  notice  for  leave  to  issue  an  execution 
on  the  judgment,  and  that  the  satisfaction  be  vacated.  The 
order  was  granted,  after  opposition  thereto,  at  the  special 
term,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a  copy  thereof  was 
served  personally  on  the  plaintiff  on  the  26th  day  of  De- 
cember aforesaid,  but  no  notice  in  writing  of  said  order  has 
been  served  on  his  attorney  at  any  time.  Mr.  Judd  was 
the  plaintiff's  attorney  in  the  action  of  ejectment,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  had  no  other  attorney  in  said  action  at  any 
time.  At  the  time  the  motion  was  made  upon  which  said 
order  wae  granted,  anc^  for  a  long  time  after,  he  was  too 
much  out  of  health  to  attend  to  business,  and  upon  learn- 
ing the  result  of  the  motion,  he  requested  another  person, 
who  was  an  attorney  and  counsellor  of  this  court,  to  per- 
fect an  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  general  term.  The 
person  so  requested,  undertook  to  perfect  such  appeal,  and 
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with  tbat  view  served  upon  tbe  attorney  of  record  for  said 
defendant  Henry  Light,  a  notice  of  such  appeal,  which  was 
directed  to  such  attorney  of  record,  and  was  not  directed 
to  the  clerk  where  the  order  was  entered,  nor  served  npon 
him.  This  notice  was  served  within  thirty  days  after  the 
copy  order  was  served  npon  the  plaintiff  personally,  and 
done  in  good  faith,  and  with  the  honafide  intention  of  per- 
fecting such  appeal ;  and  the  omission  to  serve  the  notice 
on  the  clerk  was  through  the  inadvertence  only  of  the 
person  who  undertook  to  perfect  the  appeal. 

The  notice  of  motion  made  at  the  December  special  term 
for  the  order,  and  the  notice  of  the  order  were  signed 
"  John  D.  Wolcott,  att'y  for  deft.  Henry  Light." 

Cha&les  G.  Judd,  fw  plaintiff. 

John  D.  Wolcott  and  J.  S.  Glover,  far  deft.  Henry 

Wellss,  Justice.  This  motion  is  made  upon  the  assump- 
tion tbat  the  plaintiff  has  given,  in  good  faith,  notice  of 
appeal  from  the  order,  but  has  omitted,  through  mistake, 
to  do  an  act  necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal,  under  the  pro- 
vision of  §  327  of  the  Code.  The  part  of  the  section  in 
question  is  as  follows :  '*  When  a  party  shall  give,  in  good 
faith,  notice  of  appeal  from  a  judgment  or  order,  and  shall 
omit,  through  mistake,  to  do  any  other  act  necessary  to 
perfect  the  appeal,  or  to  stay  the  proceedings,  the  court  may 
permit  an  amendment  on  such  terms  as  may  be  just." 

Tbe  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  has  given  notice 
of  tbe  appeal  within  this  section  ?  The  same  section  pro- 
vides how  an  appeal  shall  be  made.  It  is  simply  by  the 
service  of  a  notice  in  writing  on  the  adverse  party  and  on 
the  clerk  with  whom  the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from 
is  entered — ^stating  the  appeal  from  the  same,  or  some  spe- 
cified part  thereof.  Then  follows  the  provision  above 
quoted.     The  notice  of  appeal  was  served  on  the  attorney 
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of  record  of  the  defendant  in  whose  favor  the  order  was 
entered.  The  omission  was  in  not  serving  the  notice  on 
the  clerk. 

To  give  notice  of  appeal  in  order  to  give  the  court  juris- 
diction to  allow  the  amendment  under  the  section,  means, 
to  make  out  a  notice  in  writing  and  serve  it  upon  the  ad- 
verse party  and  on  the  clerk.  To  serve  it  upon  either, 
and  not  on  the  other,  is  not  giving  notice  of  the  appeal 
within  the  meaning  of  the  section.  This  I  think  evident 
from  what  the  omission  is  from  which  the  court  has  power 
to  relieve  the  party — ^which  is,  to  omit  to  do  any  idher  act 
necessary,  &c.  Other  than  what?  Clearly  than  to  give 
notice  of  appeal.  No  other  interpretation  is  admissible. 
The  only  construction  which  could  aid  the  plaintiff  would 
involve  the  following  absurd  reading  of  the  section :  "  When 
a  party  shall  give,  in  good  faith,  notice  of  appeal  from  a 
judgment  or  order,  and  shall  omit,  through  mistake,  to  give 
notice  of  such  appeal  as  required  by  this  section,  or  to  do 
any  other  act  necessary,"  &c.  The  section  is  general,  and 
relates  to  all  appeals  provided  for  by  the  Code  in  civil 
cases  to  which  its  provisions,  in  whole  or  in  part,  can  be 
made  to  apply ;  and  that  part  of  it  under  which  the  plain- 
tiff seeks  relief,  was  intended  to  apply  to  such  cases  as  an 
appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  to  the  court 
of  appeals,  where  the  party  appealing  has  served  written 
notice  upon  all  the  proper  persons,  but  has  neglected  by 
mistake  to  give  the  undertaking,  or  to  make  the  deposit,  as 
required  by  §  334,  without  which  such  appeal  is  not  avail- 
able for  any  purpose ; — ^to  a  case  where  an  undertaking  is 
necessary  to  have  the  appeal  operate  as  a  stay  of  proceed- 
ings, and  such  an  undertaking  has  been  omitted  by  uiiti- 
take  ; — where  the  judgment  appealed  from  directs  the  as- 
signment or  delivery  of  documents  or  personal  property, 
and  the  party  appealing  has  inadvertently  omitted  compli- 
ance with  such  directions,  which  is  required  by  §  336,  as  a 
condition  of  the  appeal  operating  as  a  stay  of  proceedings. 
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together  ynth  all  other  cases  where  something  necessary  to 
be  done»  besides  giving  the  notice  of  appeal,  has  been  omit- 
ted from  the  same  cause,  and  which  is  necessary  to  perfect 
the  appeal,  or  to  stay  the  proceedings. 

The  foregoing  views  lead  inevitably,  I  think,  to  a  denial 
of  the  presei;tt  motion.    The  motion  is  therefore  denied. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

HASBftOTTCK,  adm'r,  appellant  agt.  Isabella  Hasbrouck  and 
others,  respondents. 

After  tax  wnenka  hM  fllad  ui  itUffUory  of  property  beloDgiB(  to  iho  oiteU,  ho 
if  not  prodaded  fh>m  ihowing  that  property  not  belonging  to  ths  estate  woe  <n- 
pentoriedy  and  mtj  eleo  show  that  the  property  heloaging  to  the  estate  iom  qf 
U$e  PfOlue  than  the  amount  at  whioh  it  was  inroBtoried. 

That  iBt  the  inventory  \b  not  conclusive  evidenoe  against  the  ezeeator,  of  what  the 
aesetf  eonriit  of,  and  of  their  Tilae,  although  it  is  prima  fade  eridenoe  against 
Urn  on  Ike  aMensMBg  befeie  the  surrogate. 

Jfew  York  General  Ternty  Jfovember,  1862. 

Inoraham,  Leonard  and  Barnard,  Justices* 

By  the  court,  Barnard,  Justice.  Although  an  inventory 
filed  by  an  executor  is,  on  an  accounting,  prima  facie  evi- 
dence against  him  of  what  the  assets  consist  of,  and  of  their 
value,  still  it  is  not  conclusive.  The  executor  has  a  right 
to  show  that  property  not  belonging  to  the  estate  was  in- 
ventoried, and  may  also  show  that  the  property  belonging 
to  the  estate  was  of  less  value  than  the  amount  at  which  it 
was  inventoried. 

In  this  case  the  executor  has  done  nothing  to  deprive 
him  of  that  right.  If  in  his  account  rendered,  he  had 
charged  himself  with  the  actual  cash  value  of  the  interest 
of  the  deceased  in  the  firm  of  Eingon  &  Hasbrouck,  it  can 
not  be  doubted  that  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  intro- 
duce proof  showing  such  cash  value,  and  that  the  interest 
had  been  put  at  too  high  a  valuation  in  the  inventory. 
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It  does  not  necessarily  follow  from  the  fact  of  the  ex- 
ecutor's having  sold  the  testator's  interest  in  the  firm  at  a 
credit,  that  the  ascertainment  of  either  the  then  cash  value 
of  the  interest,  or  of  the  sum  which  wonld  have  been  pro- 
duced to  the  estate  on  winding  up  the  partnership  matters 
in  the  usual  manner,  would  be  either  impossible  or  attended 
with  much  difficulty. 

The  fact  that  the  executor,  doubtless  under  the  supposi- 
tion that  he  could  turn  over  the  securities  he  took  on  the 
sale,  filed  an  inventory  and  an  account,  fixing  the  value  of 
the  interest  of  the  deceased  in  the  firm  at  $14.1 03.91,  should 
not  preclude  him,  when  he  is  sought  to  be  personally  char- 
ged with  that  amount,  from  showing,  if  he  can,  the  actual 
value  of  the  interest  if  it  had  been  sold  for  cash,  or  if  the 
partnership  had  been  wound  up  in  the  usual  course.  The 
executor  iti  this  case  does  not  seem  to  have  acted  fraudu- 
lently, or  with  any  improper  motives ;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
appears  to  have  had  the  good  of  the  estate  he  represented 
in  view,  in  all  he  did,  and  to  have  been  actuated  with  a 
desire  to  make  the  assets  bring  as  much  as  possible. 

Under  such  oircumstaiices,  the  law  does  not  require  that 
the  executor  should  pay  individually  to  the  estate  more 
than  the  assets,  if  prudently  administered,  would  have  pro- 
duced. 

For  these  reasons  the  proof  offered  by  the  executor,  as 
to  the  value  of  the  interest  of  the  deceased  in  the  partner- 
ship was  admissible,  and  the  rejection  of  it  improper. 

Order  reversed,  and  a  new  accounting  directed  before 
the  surrogate,  with  costs  of  the  a^qpeal. 
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STTPREME  COURT. 
Hoe  and  others  agt.  Sanboen. 

When,  in  aa  action  for  the  reooTeiy  of  money,  the  plaintiff  enten  jadgment  against 
'  the  dofnidant  for  the  amoant  (over  $50)  whleh  the  defendant  offered  that  plain- 
tiff might  take  jadgment,  and  the  partiei  go  to  trial  for  the  halaace  of  the  plain- 
tiff's elaim,  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  ie  for  the  plaintiff,  but  for  a  mm  less  than 
$50,  the  plaintiff  ie  neTertholeas  entitled  to  eottt,  , 

Beoanae,  the  j^gmeiU  roU,  (and  there  ehoald  be  bat  one,)  if  properly  made  ap^ 
oontaining  the  whole  histoid  of  the  ease,  inelading  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  showe 
that  the  plaintiff  recovered  over  $50,  and  an  amoant  grMter  than  the  sam  men- 
tioned in  the  offer  of  judgment  forved  by  the  defendant. 

Saratoga  Special  Term,  August,  1862. 

Motion  to  correct  a  judgment  roll.  Also  separate  mo- 
tion to  strike  from  the  entry  of  jadgment,  plaintiffs'  costs, 
and  that  defendant  be  allowed  to  recover  his  costs  by  a 
proper  entry  in  the  roll. 

U.  Q.  Paris,  attorney  for  plaintiffs. 
L.  H.  NoRTHUP,  attorney  for  defendant. 

BocKEs,  Justice.  These  motions  were  heard  together, 
and,  on  the  merits,  depend  on  the  same  question.  They 
will  therefore  be  considered  as  one  motion* 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  these :  The  plaintiffs  brought 
their  action  on  a  promissory  note  for  $467.88,  made  by  the 
defendant,  August  17,  1855,  payable  five  months  from  date. 
The  defendant  answered,  denying  the  indebtedness  on  the 
note,  and  alleging  that  the  note  was  given  on  a  sale  of 
saws,  as  to  which  there  was  a  warranty ;  and  he  averred  a 
breaeh  of  the  warranty,  and  damages  which  he  claimed  to 
have  allowed  to  him  in  satisfaction  or  reduction  of  the 
claim.  The  plaintiffs  replied,  denying  the  material  allega- 
tions of  the  answer.  Thereupon  the  defendant  served 
plaintiffs'  attorney  with  a  notice,  offering  to  allow  plain- 
tiffs to  take  judgment  against  him  in  the  action  for  $317. 
88,  with  interest  from  January  20th,  1856,  and  costs  and 
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notaries'  fees.  This  notice  bears  date  May  14,  1856,  and 
was  probably  served  about  that  time.  The  offer  was' 
not  accepted.  The  cause  was  moved  for  trial  at  the  Jan- 
uary circuit,  1859,  when,  the  defendant  having  moved  to 
postpone  the  trial,  an  order  was  made  and  entered,  that 
the  cause  go  over  the  circuit,  on  condition  that  the  defend- 
ant pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  costs  of  the  circuit,  and  stip* 
ulate  to  allow  the  plaintiffs  to  enter  judgment  for  the 
amount  due  by  the  terms  of  the  note,  less  $150,  and  inter- 
est on  that  snm  since  the  maturity  of  the  note,  without 
costs — the  cause  to  proceed  as  to  the  last  mentioned  amount 
and  all  other  matters  in  controversy  in  the  action.  There- 
upon the  defendant  gave  the  stipulation — stipulating  and 
agreeing  that  the  plaintiffs  might  enter  judgment  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  the  order.  On  this  order  and  stipula- 
tion the  plaintiffs  entered  a  judgment,  or  an  order  in  the 
nature  of  a  judgment,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  the 
action  was  noticed  for  trial  at  the  January  circuit,  1859, 
the  motion  to  postpone,  and  the  order  thereon,  **  it  was  or- 
dered, adjudged  and  decreed,  that  the  said  plaintiffs  do 
recover  of  the  said  defendant,  Jesse  E.  Sanborn,  the  sum 
of  three  hundred  and  eighty-six  dollars  and  eighteen  cents, 
and  that  he  have  execution  therefor."  This  order  or  judg- 
ment was  entered  January  81,  1859.  The  sum  thus  reco- 
vered was  the  sum  specified  in  the  defendant's  offer  of 
judgment,  less  the  notaries'  fees  and  costs,  and  was  paid 
and  satisfied  by  the  defendant  in  1859. 

The  cause  again  came  on  for  trial  at  the  May  circuit, 
1862,  and  was  tried  by  jury,  which  rendered  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  $10.84.  For  this  sum,  with'costs 
of  the  action  to  the  plaintiffs,  in  aU  $826.16,  judgment  was 
entered  June  2d,  1862. 

[Other  proceedings  were  had  in  the  action,  which,  how- 
ever, are  of  no  importance  on  this  motion.] 

The  principal,  if  not  the  only,  question  to  be  determined 
here  is,  whether  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recovto  the 
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ooets  of  the  action.  It  is  conceded,  too,  that  if  they  are 
not  entitled  to  recover  costs,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
recover  his  costs  of  the  action.  The  Code  provides  that 
costs  shall  be  allowed  of  coarse  to  the  defendant,  (in  actions 
like  this,)  unless  the  plaintiff  be  entitled  to  costs  therein, 
(§306.)  Are,  then,  the  plaintifb  entitled  to  costa  in  this 
action  7 

Section  304  declares  that  costs  shall  be  allowed  of  course 
to  the  plaintiff  upon  a  recovery  in  the  cases  therein  spe- 
cified, among  which  is  the  following  :  "  In  an  action  for  the 
r«oeeery  of  money ^  where  the  flainiiff  ehall  reeever  fifty  dot- 
late  or  more."  The  plaintiffs  have  recovered  in  the  action, 
and  it  is  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money.  Have 
they  also  recovered  fifty  dollars  or  more  ? 

When  this  subject  was  first  opened  to  me,  it  struck  me 
that  the  recovery  was  only  for  the  amount  of  the  verdict, 
$10.84.  It  seemed  to  me  that  the  case  should  be  consid- 
ered the  same  as  if  it  had  come  down  to  the  circuit  for 
trial  on  all  the  issues,  and  that  on  trial  it  was  found  and 
determined  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  only 
$10.84  in  the  action.  But  on  more  deliberate  considera- 
tion, and  after  examining  the  record,  I  am  satisfied  that 
the  case  stands  before  me  in  a  very  different  aspect.  The 
question  is,  how  much  have  the  plaintiffs  recovered  in  the 
action  ?  The  answer  is  furnished  by  the  record — ^the  judg- 
ment roll.  They  recovered  $360  and  interest  from  the 
maturity  of  the  note,  under  the  order  and  stipulation  of 
January  26th,  1859,  and  also  $10.84  by  the  verdict  of  the 
jury.  There  was  a  judgment  for  $360  and  interest.  The 
stipulation  was  to  the  effect  that  the  plaiutiffs  might  enter 
judgment  for  that  amount,  and  judgment  was  entered  pur- 
suant to  it.  It  was  a  recovery  in  the  action  under  an  adju- 
dication by  the  court.  The  record  therefore  shows  con- 
clusively these  three  facts :  1st.  That  the  plaintiffs  reco- 
vered in  the  action.  2d.  That  the  action  was  for  the  reco- 
very of  money.    8d.  That  the  plaintiffs  recovered  over  fifty 
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dollars.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  enti- 
tled to  costs  pursuant  to  section  S04. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  the  judgment  roll  is  improperly 
made  np,  and  that  when  corrected,  as  it  is  claimed  it 
shonld  be,  nnder  one  of  the  motions  now  before  me,  it  will 
show  a  recovery  of  only  $10.84  in  plaintiffs'  favor. 

The  Code  (§  279)  requires  the  clerk  to  keep  a  book  for 
the  entry  of  judgments,  to  be  called  the  "  judgment  book,'* 
and  (§  280)  that  judgments  be  entered  therein ;  also  (§  281) 
that  the  clerk,  unless  the  roll  be  furnished,  attach  together 
and  file  certain  papers,  which  shall  constitute  the  judgment 
roll.  In  a  litigated  case  the  roll  is  made  up  of  the  sum- 
mons, pleadings,  verdict  or  report,  the  offer  of  the  defend- 
ant, if  any,  the  exceptions,  case,  and  all  orders  and  papers 
in  any  way  involving  the  merits  and  necessarily  affecting 
the  judgment,  with  a  copy  of  the  judgment,  {suh.  2,  %  281.) 
In  this  case  the  roll  is  made  up  in  strict  conformity  with 
the  requirements  of  this  section,  with  the  exception  that 
the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  omitted.  The  important  objec- 
tion to  the  record  is  this :  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  and 
the  judgment  thereon  should  form  part  of  another  or  dis- 
tinct record  firom  that  which  evidences  and  directs  the 
recovery  of  the  other  sum  of  $360,  and  interest.  And  it  is 
urged  that  the  record  for  the  recovery  of  the  $350  and 
interest,  was  and  is  perfect  and  complete  without  the  addi- 
tion of  the  entry  of  judgment  for  the  $10.84  and  costs.  The 
effect  of  the  argument  is,  that  there  should  be  two  separate 
and  distinct  records  or  rolls,  one  of  which  would  be  evi- 
dence, and  direct  the  recovery  of  the  $350  and  interest ; 
the  other  of  the  $10.84,  in  which  latter  case,  and  on  that 
record,  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  costs,  for  the 
reason  that  it  would  then  appear  of  record  that  the  plain- 
tiffs recovered  less  than  fifty  dollars. 

There  can  be,  however,  but  one  roll,  which  should  con- 
tain or  state  every  thing  necessary  to  a  perfect  history  of 
the  action  from  its  commencemeent  to  its  conclusion,  begin- 
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niDg  with  the  sammons  and  ending  with  the  entry  of  final 
judgment.  The  roll^  becomes  the  evidence  of  the  proceed- 
ings and  judgment,  and  should  disclose  every  step  in  the 
action  in  consecutive  order.  It  is  suggested  that  a  roll 
can  properly  contain  only  one  judgment ;  but  it  is  often  the 
case,  under  the  present  practice,  that  it  contains  severaL 
Often  judgments  are  interlocutory,  being  but  a  partial  adju- 
dication of  the  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties. 
So,  too,  when  the  answer  admits  part  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim,  the  court  will  order  such  part  satisfied,  which  order 
should  go  into  the  record.  It  is  in  effect  a  judgment.  It 
operates  as  a  judgment  and  is  enforced  as  a  judgment.  By 
force  of  the  adjudication  the  plaintiff  recovers  the  sum 
directed  to  be  paid.  I  can  discover  no  substantial  ground 
of  objection  to  the  record.  It  is  informal  in  not  containing 
the  verdict  of  the  jury ;  but  it  seems  the  omission  was 
through  inadvertence,  and,  as  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  swears, 
it  was  agreed  at  the  time  of  the  re-adjustment  of  the  costs, 
that  the  clerk  might  make  the  correction,  which  he  pro- 
mised to  do.  This  omission  was  not  of  the  substance  of 
the  motion,  I  apprehend. 

Perhaps  the  recitals  in  the  judgment,  entered  June  2, 
1862,  were  not,  all  of  them,  necessary,  but  they  do  no  harm, 
and  are  not,  as  I  conceive,  entirely  inappropriate. 

So,  if  we  look  to  the  record  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing the  amount  recovered  in  the  action,  we  find  it  to  appear 
that  the  plaintiffs  recovered  over  fifty  dollars.  The  de- 
fendant cannot  claim  costs  on  the  ground  that  he  served 
an  offer  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  take  judgment  for  the 
amount  of  the  note,  less  $150,  for  the  reason  that  they  re- 
covered in  the  action  an  amount  greater  than  the  sum  spe- 
cified in  the  order. 

I  have  therefore  arrived  at  the  following  conclusions : 
1st.  That  the  judgment  roll  is  in  substance  regularly  and 
formally  made  up,  except  the  omission  of  the  verdict.  2d. 
That  it  conclusively  appears  from  the  roll  that  the  plain- 
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tiffs  recovered  over  fifty  dollars,  and  an  amount  greater 
than  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  offer  of  judgment  served  by 
the  defendant 

It  follows  that  the  motions  must  be  denied,  except  the 
clerk  will  be  directed  to  affix  the  verdict  to  the  roll. 

The  motions  having  been  heard  together,  I  will  allow 
only  ten  dollars  costs.  Perhaps,  too,  the  fact  ought  to  be 
considered  that  the  defendant  succeeds  in  part  on  one 
motion ;  although,  I  presome,  no  motion  would  have  been 
made,  nor  does  it  seem  any  way  necessary,  merely  to  cor- 
rect the  record  by  affixing  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  As  the 
order  will  be  drawn,  it  will  be  the  same  in  effect  as  if  no 
costs  were  allowed  to  either  party  on  one  motion,  and  ten 
dollars  allowed  to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  other. 


-M- 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Daviu  Elen  and  others  agt.  Catharine  GiBnV.^^  ^    ' ' 

Wh«n  A  marri$d  wmum  «uriM  oa  the  millinery  huMinut  upon  her  own  M0O«iit» 
■ad  parohaaei  goods  upon  eredit  for  ineh  bniinett  on  her  own  aoooant,  an  aotion 
may  be  bnmght  against  her  the  tame  ae  if  she  were  nnmarried^  and  a  judgment 
reeoTeredy  and  the  aaraat  eoUeeted  by  ezeealioii  out  of  property  belonging  to 
her  in  her  own  right.  (TMm  agrM  toUh  tk§  ca9$  of  Bartow  agt.  Boar,  21 
Bow.  Pr.  R.,  309.) 

JVw  York  General  Term,  Jfovemher,  1862. 

Dalt,  Bradt  and  Hilton,  Judges. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  Justice 
Van  Cott  in  fourth  district  court,  in  July,  1861.  The 
appeal  was  argued  in  October,  1861.  The  general  term 
rendered  its  decision  at  this  term,  reversing  the  judgment. 

J.  SoLis  Bittebband,  for  flawtiffe  and  appellanti. 
F.  Btrns,  for  defendant  and  respondent. 
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By  the  court,  Dalt,  F.  J.  The  justice  erred  in  dismisB- 
iDg  the  complaint.  It  was  admitted  that  the  defendant,  who 
is  a  married  woman,  was  carrying  on  the  millinery  busi- 
ness upon  her  own  account  when  the  goods  were  sold  to 
ber.  That  the  premises  where  she  carried  it  on  were  leased 
to  her  in  her  own  name.  That  the  goods  were  sold  to  her 
in  November,  1860,  on  her  own  separate  account.  That 
the  term  of  credit  had  expired  ;  that  the  bill  had  not  been 
paid,  and  that  her  husband  had  no  connection  with  or  con- 
trol over  her  business. 

The  sale  in  this  case  was  made  after  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  I860,  authorising  a  married  woman  to  carry  on  any 
trade  or  business  on  her  sole  and  separate  account.  {Lawi 
0/1860,  p.  157.)  It  was  decided  in  Barton  Bgt.  Beer,  21 
How.,  309,)  that  this  power  to  carry  on  trade  and  business 
inclndes  the  right  to  make  such  contracts  as  are  incident 
to  do  it.  That,  when  entered  into  by  a  married  woman  en- 
gaged in  business  upon  her  separate  and  sole  account,  they 
are  valid,  and  may  be  enforced  against  her  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole.  I  most  fully  give  my 
assent  to  the  construction  given  in  this  case  to  the  statute. 

In  Lady  Wilmer's  case,  (1  RolL  K,  400,)  it  is  said,  that 
if  the  husband  is  banished  by  act  of  parliament,  the  wife 
shall  have  her  action,  and  shall  account  as  if  she  were  a 
feme  sole;  and  in  Derry  agt.  The  Duckess  of  Magazine,  (1 
Ld.  Ray.,  147,)  it  was  held,  that  when  the  husband  is  an 
alien  enemy,  and  under  an  absolate  disability  to  come  and 
live  in  England,  the  law  Biakes  the  wife  of  such  a  husband 
chargeable  as  a  feme  $ole  upon  her  debts  and  contracts. 
The  act  of  1860  impliedly  recognizes  the  right  of  the  wife 
to  enter  into  such  contracts  as  the  one  upon  which  the  pre- 
sent action  is  brought,  by  declaring  that  her  bargains  and 
contracts  in  and  about  the  carrying  on  of  any  trade  or 
business,  shall  not  be  binding  upon  her  husband,  nor  render 
liim,  nor  his  property  in  any  way  liable  therefor  ;  and  as  a 
preceding  section  declares  that  she  may  carry  on  any  trade 
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or  business  upon  her  sole  and  separate  account,  it  necessa- 
rily follows  that  she  is  the  party  to  be  held  responsible  for 
the  contracts  and  bargains  she  makes  in  business.  The  act 
also  declares  that  "  she  may  sue  or  be  sued  in  all  matters 
having  relation  to  her  property;"  and  the  whole  taken 
together  shows  very  clearly  that  it  was  the  design  of  the 
legislature  that,  upon  all  contracts  made  by  her  in  the 
course  of  business,  she  should  be  proceeded  against  the 
same  as  if  she  were  unmarried ;  that  an  action  might  be 
brought  against  her,  a  judgment  recovered,  and  the  amount 
collected  by  execution  out  of  property  belonging  to  her  in 
her  own  right. 
The  judgment  must  therefore  be  reversed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Phinehas  a.  Smith,  respondent  agt.  Nobman  Atleswobth, 

appellant. 

Whart  A  dafendftBt  deUyi  until  the  9Uond  day  (^tk$  eircuU,  to  Ma  and  Mrre  ta 
t^gidavii  4^mfUa  in  ordar  to  piOYenI  ui  inqnott^  bo  if  bomd  ol  hit  poitt  to 
terve  U  in  raoh  »  wmj  m»  in  oU  noionablo  probability^  to  bring  tho  Mrrioo  to 
tho  knowledge  of  the  attorney  or  oonniel  of  the  plaintilT  having  ohargo  of  the 
oaoM  at  the  eirevit»  b^/br<  ik$  imqu4$t  U  f  «fco». 

A  lerrieo  made  on  a  cUrk  In  th§  cfie;  in  th§  «htMce  nftk$  oMonMy,  mil  bo 
regarded  oqniTalenl  to  a  tenrioe  upon  tho  attorney  penonally. 

Monroe  Oenoral  Term,  Septemher,  1862. 

Johnson,  Wklles  and  GABiPBELL,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  special  term  denying  motion  to 
set  aside  an  inqnest  taken  at  the  Monroe  circnit,  in  Jan- 
uary, 1862. 

The  circuit  commenced  on  Monday  the  6th  of  Jan- 
nary.  On  that  day  the  defendant  made  the  nsnal  affidavit 
of  merits,  which  was  filed  on  the  following  day  (Tuesday) 
at  8^  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  and  before  the  opening  of  the 
Vol.  XXIV.  S 
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court  on  that  day.  The  affidavit  of  one  of  the  attorneys 
for  the  defendant  states,  among  other  things,  the  following 
facts :  That  the  cause  stood  No,  212  on  the  circuit  calen- 
dar ;  that  he,  the  attorney,  after  filing  the  defendant's  affi-- 
davit  of  merits  with  the  clerk,  went  directly  to  the  office 
of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  served  a  copy  of  said  affi* 
davit  of  merits,  indorsed  with  a  notice  of  filing  the  original 
with  the  clerk,  by  leaving  the  same  with  the  clerk  of  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  in  his  office,  at  from  ten  to  fifteen  minutes 
before  nine  o'clock,  the  time  for  opening  the  court  on  said 
7th  day  of  January.  That  said  clerk  told  him  that  plain- 
tiff's attorney  had  gone  to  the  court.  That  he,  the  depo- 
nent, went  immediately  to  the  court  room  and  clerk's  office, 
and  could  find  plaintiff's  attorney  at  neither  place.  That 
the  court  bell  had  not  then  rung,  nor  was  there  any  one  in 
the  court  room  but  a  constable.  That  on  the  afternoon  of 
the  7th  January  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff's  said  clerk  told 
deponent,  that  on  receiving  said  notice  and  affidavit  of 
merits,  he  went  at  once  to  the  court-house  with  the  same, 
to  find  plaintiff's  attorney,  but  could  not  find  him.  The 
deponent  farther  states,  that  after  returning  to  said  court 
room,  and  not  finding  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  he  returned 
to  his  own  office  in  the  Arcade,  and  had  been  there  some 
time,  drawing  an  affidavit  in  a  suit  for  Mr.  Cochrane  the 
clerk,  before  the  bell  rung  for  court.  That  when  the  bell 
did  ring,  he  went  at  once  to  the  court  room,  and  there 
learned  that  the  plaintiff's  attorney  had  taken  an  inquest 
in  the  action,  out  of  it«  order  on  the  calendar,  for  $133.21, 
being  the  first  inquest  taken.  That  deponent  then  at  once, 
and  before  the  order  of  inquests  was  over,  and  before  any 
order  had  been  entered  in  the  action,  .told  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  then  in  court,  and  in  presence  of  the  court,  that 
an  affidavit  of  merits  had  been  duly  filed  and  served  before 
the  opening  of  court,  and  asked  him  to  open  the  inquest, 
which  he  declined. 

The  opposing  affidavits  fully  exculpate  the  plaintiff's 
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attorney  from  any  trnfairness,  and  show  that  he  acted  in 
good  faith  in  taking  the  inqnest,  and  that  at  the  time  it 
was  taken  he  had  no  personal  knowledge  that  an  affidavit 
of  merits  had  been  made  or  served.  They  do  not,  however^ 
deny  that  such  affidavit  had  been  made  and  filed,  and  a 
copy  served  upon  the  clerk  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and 
in  the  absence  from  the  office  of  the  attorney,  with  notice 
that  the  original  was  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  conrt,  be* 
fore  the  opening  of  the  conrt,  on  the  second  day  of  the  cir-* 
cuit.  There  are  some  circumstantial  differences  in  the 
statements  in  the  affidavits  in  behalf  of  the  respective  par- 
ties, but  not  of  sufficient  consequence  to  be  stated  here* 

George  B.  Beand,  /or  the  defendant^  appellant. 
Jno.  Van  Yoorhis,  for  the  plaintiffs  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Welles,  Justice.  The  only  question  pre- 
sented on  this  appeal  is,  whether  the  affidavit  of  merits 
was  filed  and  a  copy  served  in  time  to  prevent  the  inquest. 
The  affidavits  read  on  the  motion  establish,  as  I  think,  that 
both  were  done  before  the  opening  of  the  court,  on  the 
second  day  of  the  circuit.  The  copy  affidavit  and  notice 
of  filing,  &c.,  were  properly  served  on  the  clerk  in  the  office 
of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  he  not  being  in  his  office  at  the 
time.  No  unfairness  or  laches  are  attributable  to  any  one, 
unless  it  was  laches  on  the  part  of  the  defendant's  attorney 
in  not  filing  and  serving  the  affidavit  of  merits  as  early  as 
the  first  day  of  the  circuit.  The  plaintiff's  attorney  had 
noticed  the  cause  for  an  inquest,  and  without  any  actual 
knowledge,  or  any  notice  that  had  reached  him  personally, 
he  proceeded  at  the  proper  time  to  take  the  inquest.  The 
defendant's  attorney,  on  the  morning  of  the  second  day  of 
the  circuit,  filed  the  affidavit,  and  served  the  copy  on  the 
clerk  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  before  the  opening  of  the 
court,  and  went  immediately  in  search  of  the  attorney  to 
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inform  him  what  had  been  done,  but  did  not  saoceed  in 
finding  him, 

The  29th  standing  rule  of  the  court  is  as  follows :  "  In- 
quests  may  be  taken  in  actions  ont  of  their  order  on  the 
calendar,  in  cases  in  which  they  were  heretofore  allowed, 
at  the  opening  of  the  court  on  any  day  after  the  first  day 
of  the  conrt,  provided  the  intention  to  take  an  inquest  is 
expressed  in  the  notice  of  trial,  and  a  sufficient  affidavit  of 
merits  shall  not  have  been  filed  or  served." 

The  defendant  was  literally  within  the  latter  provision 
of  the  rule.  At  the  time  the  inquest  was  taken,  a  sufficient 
affidavit  of  merits  had  been  actually  filed  and  served.  Unless 
there  is  some  provision  of  law  or  rule  of  practice  requiring 
the  copy  affidavit  to  be  served  personally  upon  the  attor- 
ney, under  the  29  th  rule,  the  service  upon  the  clerk  of  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  under  the  circumstances  detailed  in  the 
affidavits,  was  sufficient.    {Code,  §409,  sub.  1.) 

It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  the  inquest 
was  regular,  and  the  case  of  Brainard  agt.  Hanfordf  (6  HUl,^ 
368,)  is  referred  to.  That  case  was  much  like  the  present 
in  most  of  its  features.  It  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  an 
inquest  taken  at  the  New  York  circuit,  on  the  alleged 
ground  of  irregularity  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  On  the 
second  day  of  the  circuit  the  court  was  to  open  at  half  past 
ten  o'clock  in  the  morning.  About  twenty  minutes  before 
that  time,  the  attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs  left  their  office  in 
the  city,  for  the  purpose  of  attending  the  circuit,  and  on 
the  opening  of  the  court  took  the  inquest,  not  having  then 
heard  of  an  affidavit  of  merits.  On  leaving  their  office  they 
put  up  a  written  notice,  in  a  conspicuous  place  on  the  out- 
side of  the  door,  stating  they  had  gone  to  the  city  hall. 
Very  soon  afterwards,  and  before  the  inquest  was  taken, 
the  agent  of  the  defendant's  attorney  entered  the  office,  the 
door  being  unlocked,  and  finding  no  person  there,  served  a 
copy  of  the  affidavit  of  merits,  the  original  having  been 
properly  filed,  by  leaving  the  same  in  a  conspicuous  place 
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on  the  table  in  the  office*  The  defendant's  attorneys  re* 
sided  in  Kingston,  and  sent  the  affidavit  to  their  agent  in 
the  city,  to  be  filed  and  served.  The  conrt  held  the  inqnest 
regular,  on  the  ground  that  the  copy  affidavit  of  merits  was 
not  served  nntil  the  day  when  the  inquest  might  be  rega* 
larly  taken,  and  the  plaintiff's  attorney  not  knowing  of  the 
service.  The  court  put  their  decision  on  the  further  gronnd 
that  the  agent  made  a  mistake  in  leaving  the  paper  in  the 
vacant  office,  or  that  if  he  left  it  there,  he  should  have 
sought  the  attorneys,  and  informed  them  of  the  service. 

The  rule  which  I  extract  from  this  decision  is,  that  where 
a  defendant  delays  nntil  the  second  day  of  the  circuit,  to 
file  and  serve  an  affidavit  of  merits,  in  order  to  prevent  an 
inqnest,  lie  is  bound  at  his  peril  to  serve  it  in  such  a  way 
as,  in  all  reasonable  probability,  to  bring  the  service  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  attorney  or  counsel  of  the  plaintiff  having 
charge  of  the  cause  at  the  circuit,  before  the  inqnest  is 
taken.  In  the  present  caoe,  the  service  was  made  on  a 
'clerk  in  the  office  in  the  absence  of  the  attorney.  This,  I 
think,  should  be  regarded  equivalent  to  a  service  upon  the 
attorney  personally.  The  attorneys  for  each  party  resided 
and  kept  their  offices  in  the  city  of  Sochest^ri  where  the 
circuit  court  was  sitting,  and  I  think  it  is  to  be  presumed 
the  clerk  could  have  found  his  principal,  and  informed  him 
of  the  service,  before  the  inqnest  was  taken,  if  he  had  made 
the  effort,  which  he  should  have  done.  It  is  quite  different 
from  a  service  in  a  vacant  office,  as  in  the  case  cited ;  espe* 
cially  as  in  that  case  the  agent  was  informed  by  the  notice 
on  the  side  of  the  door,  where  the  plaintiff's  attorneys 
could  be  found. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  order 
should  be  reversed,  and  the  inquest,  with  aU  the  subse- 
quent proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  set  aside. 
On  the  question  of  costs,  which  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
conrt,  I  am  not  disposed  to  award  any  to  the  defendant. 
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He  shows  no  sofficient  reason  why  he  did  not  file  and  serve 
the  affidavit  on  or  before  Monday,  which,  if  he  had  done, 
would  have  probably  avoided  the  necessity  of  this  motion 
and  appeal. 


SUPREME  COUBT. 

Cadwell  agt.  Manning  and  others. 

There  is  no  ennetment  either  of  the  Code  or  othenriee^  ehtuf^g  the  prMtiee  of 

obtaining  and  filing  $tewrUyfor  eo$t$* 
A  chamber  order,  ex  parte,  containing  a  peremptory  order  to  file  seeoritj  for 

eofltfl,  and  in  default  thereof  to  ahow  eanee  whj  the  oomplaint  ahonld  not  be  dia- 
p  iB  irregfUar. 


Jfew  York  Special  Term^  JSTovember  5M,  1862. 

An  order  was  made  in  this  cause  in  July,  requiring  the 
plaintiff  to  file  security  for  costs  within  twenty  days,  or 
show  cause  on  the  7th  day  of  August,  1862,  why  the  com- 
plaint should  not  be  dismissed. 

F.  O.  Buhnham,  for  motion. 
Iba  D.  Wakren,  opposed. 

Barnard,  Justice.  Prior  to  the  CodOy  the  established 
practice  to  be  pursued  when  it  was  desired  to  obtain  secu- 
rity for  costs,  was,  either  to  obtain  a  chamber  order,  ex 
parte,  directing  security  to  be  filed  within  twenty  days,  and 
in  the  event  of  security  not  being  filed  within  twenty  days, 
then  requiring  cause  to  be  shown  at  the  first  special  term 
to  be  held  after  the  expiration  of  said  twenty  days,  why 
security  should  not  be  filed,  which  order  contained  a  stay 
of  proceedings.  On  the  return  day  of  the  order,  if  the 
security  had  not  been  previously  filed,  the  motion  for  secu- 
rity was  heard  pursuant  to  the  alternative  of  the  order  to 
show  cause ;  if  the  motion  was  granted,  a  peremptory  order 
to  file  security  was  made.    This  order  operated  as  a  stay 
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of  proceedings.  If  security  was  not  filed  within  a  reason- 
able time  pursuant  to  the  peremptory  order,  a  motion  was 
made  for  judgment  of  non  pros.,  or  the  party  desiring  secu- 
rity might  apply  in  the  first  instance  to  the  court  on  notice 
to  the  opposite  party,  in  which  event,  if  the  motion  was 
granted,  a  peremptory  order  to  file  security  was  made  in 
the  first  instance.  The  proceeding  in  case  of  not  filing 
security  pursuant  to  the  peremptory  order  was  then  by  a 
motion  for  a  nan  pros. 

There  is  no  enactment,  either  of  the  Code  or  otherwise, 
changing  the  practice. 

In  this  case  the  order  is  a  chamber  order,  without  notice, 
and  is  a  peremptory  order  to  file  security,  and  in  default 
thereof  to  show  cause  why  the  complaint  should  not  be 
dismissed. 

This  motion  cannot  be  granted  without  introducing  a 
new  course  of  practice.  Motion  denied,  without  prejudice 
to  defendants  making  a  further  application  for  security  in 
a  different  manner. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Davison  agt.  Baker. 

Where  the  $ervic€  of  proeeu  or  paper$  upon  a  penon  is  made  hj  vicUntl^  thntst^ 
ing  tk€m  %pon  kia  peraonf  the  serriee  wUl  be  held  void,  although  the  penon  or 
ofltoer  making  the  serriee  may  have  etated  the  nature  of  the  papers,  and  the 
person  vpon  whom  they  were  intended  to  ha  senred  ref  nsed  to  reoeire  them.  In 
other  words,  a  person  or  an  offleer  has  no  right  to  oommit  an  a$$auU  and  batUry 
vpon  an  indiyidnal  in  trying  to  serre  the  papers  npon  him. 

Where  a  person  npon  whom  serriee  of  proeess  or  papers  is  desired  to  be  made,  re« 
fiue$  to  receive  them,  the  person  or  oiBoer  making  the  serriee  should  inform  him 
of  the  nature  of  the  papers  and  of  his  purpose  to  make  senrioe  of  them,  and  lof 
th€m  down  ai  any  appropriate  place  in  hie  presence. 

Saratoga  Special  Term,  .August,  1862. 

A  MOTION  is  made,  on  an  order  to  show  pApse,  to  set 
aside  the  service  of  the  summons  and  all  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings herein. 
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J.  G.  Ormsbt,  attcmeyfor  plaintiff. 
Augustus  P&sntice,  attorney  for  defendant. 

BocKEs,  Justice.  By  the  judgment  roll  it  appears  that 
the  summons  and  complaint  were  served  on  the  defendant 
personally,  on  the  7th  May,  1861 ;  that  in  June,  1862,  an 
order  was  obtained — the  defendant  having  neglected  to 
appear — directing  an  assessment  of  plaintiff's  damages 
under  a  writ  of  inquiry.  The  writ  issued  and  was  executed 
on  the  6th  July,  1862,  and  the  damages  were  assessed  at 
$500,  for  which  sum,  with  costs,  judgment  was  entered  July 
22d,  1862. 

The  defendant  moves,  on  the  roll  and  on  his  own  affida- 
vit, with  that  of  James  E.  Brumley  and  of  Augustus  Pren- 
tice, to  set  aside  the  entire  proceedings,  and  avers  that  no 
legal  or  valid  service  of  the  summons  was  ever  made  on  him. 

The  plaintiff  answers  the  application  by  his  own  affidar 
vits,  with  those  of  Joseph  Davison,  Oliver  Davison,  Nelson 
Ostrander,  Oeorge  Ostrander,  Alva  Beebe  and  Josiah  Y. 
Loomis. 

I  have  read  carefully  all  the  papers,  and  find,  as  I  ex- 
pected  and  intimated  on  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  that 
the  affidavits  on  both  sides  are  made  up  principally  of 
immaterial  and  unimpertinent  matter.  The  details  of  the 
transactions  alluded  to  in  the  papers,  have  no  pertinency 
whatever  to  the  question,  whether  the  summons  was  or  was 
not  duly  served — ^which  question  is  the  only  one  of  moment 
here.  • 

The  defendant  states  that  the  pretended  service  was  in 
this  way :  That  he  was  present  at  a  conversation  between 
Brumley  and  Oliver  Davison,  in  regard  to  matters  of  diffi- 
culty between  them,  as  to  which  he,  defendant,  had  acted 
as  Brumley's  agent.  The  conversation  was  spirited ;  j^here- 
upon  Davison  suddenly  turned  to  defendant  and  thrust,  or 
attempted  to  thrust,  some  papers  into  his  bosom,  which  fell 
upon  the  ground.    Soon  after,  defendant  and  Brumley  made 
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careful  search  for  the  papers  where  they  fell,  but  were 
unable  to  find  them.  The  defendant  also  swears  that  he 
did  not  then  know,  nor  does  he  now  know,  what  the  papers 
were  ;  and  that  the  only  remark  made  by  Davison,  in  any 
way  connected  with  such  service  was  this  :  '*  I  will  fix  for 
Baker,"  or  words  to  that  effect. 

Brnmley  corroborates  the  defendant  as  to  the  transac- 
tion, in  snbstance.  He  says,  that  near  the  conclusion  of 
the  conversation  between  him  and  Davison,  which  was  an 
angry  one,  Davison  said  to  the  defendant :  '^  You  have  been 
too  officious,  and  I  will  fix  you,"  and  then  thrust  the  papers 
into  defendant's  bosom,  when  they  fell  to  the  ground.  That 
very  soon  after,  he  and  defendant  searched  where  the  papers 
foil,  but  they  were  unable  to  find  them.  He  says  no  person 
was  there  after  the  attempted  service  and  the  search,  ex- 
cept Davison ;  and  both  defendant  and  Brumley  charge  in 
their  affidavits,  on  their  belief,  that  the  papers  were  picked 
up  or  taken  away  by  Davison. 

If  these  persons  have  detailed  all  that  occurred  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  service,  most  clearly  it  was  irregular^ 
or  rather  there  was  no  service.  Instead  of  being  a  legal 
act,  it  was  an  assault  and  battery.  As  they  state  the  case, 
Davison  neither  delivered  to  the  defendant  the  papers,  nor 
intimated  to  him  that  he  wished  to  do  so,  but  rudely  and 
offensively  thrust  them  upon  him.  The  proceeding  was 
uncivil  and  deserving  rebuke,  rather  than  favorable  regard 
as  a  legal  act. 

Mr.  Davison  gives,  however,  a  somewhat  different  version 
of  the  transaction.  He  says  that  he  offered  the  papers  to 
the  defendant,  and  informed  him  that  they  were  a  summons 
and  complaint,  and  that  he  refused  to  accept  or  receive 
ihem,  and  thereupon  he  quickly  placed  them  in  the  defend- 
ant's  bosom.  If  a  party  refuse  to  accept  papers  when  deco* 
rously  offered  him,  after  being  distinctly  informed  what 
they  are,  he  should  be  held  to  the  consequences  of  his  own 
perverseness ;  and  then  if  they  should  be  laid  down  for  him 
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and  before  him,  such  offer,  information,  refusal  to  accept, 
and  leaving  of  the  papers  for  him  and  in  his  presence, 
should  be  deemed  legal  service.  This  would  be  in  legal 
effect  a  delivery  of  the  papers  to  the  party  and  leaving 
them  with  him.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  papers  be 
thrust  into  his  bosom  or  upon  his  person.  Such  act  is 
uncivil  and  offensive,  and  therefore  irregular,  to  say  the 
least  of  it.  If  not  an  actual  breach  of  the  peace,  it  tends 
to  that  end,  and  is  reprehensible. 

There  is  one  charge  in  the  moving  papers  which  I  think 
Mr.  Oliver  Davison  should  have  met  directly  and  distinctly. 
It  is  stated  by  both  the  defendant  and  Brumley,  on  their 
belief,  that  the  papers  were  taken  away,  after  they  fell 
upon  the  ground,  by  Davison ;  and  they  state  the  circum- 
stances on  which  they  base  their  belief.  I  do  liot  find  any 
direct  denial  of  this  charge  in  Mr.  Davison's  affidavit.  If 
he  picked  up  the  papers  and  carried  them  away,  without 
informing  the  defendant  that  he  had  done  so,  or  where  they 
could  be  found  or  obtained,  he  did  not  act  with  entire  fair- 
ness. But  I  shall  not  rest  my  decision  on  this  point  at  all, 
as  I  am  satisfied  the  service  was  irregular,  not  to  say  void, 
having  been  made  by  force.  It  may  be  asked,  what  shall 
be  done  in  case  a  party  will  not  accept  papers  offered  him 
with  a  view  to  their  service  upon  him  ?  Suppose  he  reject 
them  and  turn  away,  how  is  service  to  be  effected  ?  The 
answer  is  ready  and  plain.  The  officer  will  inform  him  of 
their  nature  and  of  his  purpose  to  make  service  of  them, 
and  lay  them  down  at  any  appropriate  place  in  his  pre- 
sence. This  would  be  good  service,  undoubtedly,  in  case 
the  party  to  be  served  refuses  to  receive  them.  It  cannot 
be  that  the  officer  or  person  seeking  to  make  service  of  a 
summons,  must  seize  the  party  to  be  served,  and  compel 
him  to  take  it ;  nor  can  he  justify  himself  for  any  personal 
violence  in  order  to  make  service  Service  may  be  effected, 
and  in  all  cases  should  be,  without  personal  violence  or 
incivility,  and  in  my  judgment  the  dignity  of  the  court,  as 
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well  as  the  high  privilege  of  personal  immunity,  which 
every  individual  has  a  right  to  insist  upon,  demand  that 
this  rule  should  be  strictly  adhered  to. 

In  this  case  I  should  be  quite  willing,  if  I  could  do  so 
consistently,  to  allow  the  service  of  the  summons  to  stand, 
setting  aside  all  subsequent  proceedings  in  the  action ;  for 
it  cannot  be  said,  I  think,  that  the  defendant  conducted 
with  entire  ingenuousness.  Mr.  Davison  says  he  informed 
him  of  his  purpose  to  serve  the  papers,  and  that  he  refused 
to  receive  them.  This  he  denies,  but  I  cannot  disabuse 
myself  of  the  belief  that  he  well  understood  at  the  time  of 
the  attempted  service,  and  afterwards,  that  Mr.  Davison 
sought  to  make  service  of  papers  on  him  as  a  party  in  some 
legal  proceeding.  Indeed,  he  so  admitted  in  substance  to 
Joseph  Davison  and  to  Nelson  and  George  Ostrander,  and  in 
effect  so  states  in  his  own  affidavit.  While  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  service  was  irregularly  made,  I  am  also  impressed 
with  a  conviction  that  the  defendant  is  not  wholly  blame- 
less. On  the  whole,  I  must  hold  the  service  irregular,  and 
I  think  the  best  way  will  be  to  set  aside  the  entire  proceed- 
ings. This  will  best  vindicate  the  rule  as  to  the  service  of 
papers  which  I  feel  bound  to  recognize,  and  is  in  effect 
scarcely  different  from  setting  aside  all  proceedings  subse- 
quent to  the  service  of  the  summons.  But  the  motion  must 
be  granted  vnthout  costs.  As  I  have  stated,  I  cannot  re- 
gard the  defendant  entirely  without  fault,  and,  besides,  his 
motion  papers  are  stuffed  with  irrelevant  and  impertinent 
matters ;  and  the  costs  of  the  motion  should  be  denied  him 
for  that  reason,  if  there  were  no  other. 

Motion  grantedi  without  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

OsoBOE  Km  Roberts  agt.  John  W*  Cabteb  and  Edmund 
Tebby. 

Ab  a$$isn«e  of  ray  tUng  bvt  eommeroiftl  paper,  when  he  takes  it  bona  fide,  li 
liable  t»aUth€  €q%Uie9  whloh  exist  againit  the  demand  whUe  in  the  hands  of 
thoostigiior. 

In  an  aetion  to  «s<  offJudgmeni$f  one  against  the  otheri  the  statute  of  set-off  nrast 
control ;  and  the  equities  of  the  parties  are  paramount  to  the  attorney's  lien  for 


JVetD  York  General  Term,  May,  1862. 
Inobaham,  Clebke  and  Gould,  Justices. 

Statement  of  facts. 

This  was  an  action  to  set  off  judgments,  one  against  the 
other.  On  the  2l8t  of  July,  1867,  the  plaintiff  Roberts 
had  a  report  of  a  referee  in  his  favor  for  $820,  and  Garter 
had  a  report  of  a  referee  against  Roberts  for  $149.17  ;  and 
on  same  day  Carter,  without  notice  to  Roberts  or  his  attor- 
ney,, assigned  said  report  to  Terry,  his  lawyer,  who,  on  the 
22d  of  July,  1857,  by  an  ex  parte  order  made  by  Justice 
BiBDSEYE,  (2d  district,)  was  substituted  plaintiff  in  place 
of  Carter,  and  entered  up  judgment  in  his  own  name  as 
plaintiff,  instead  of  Carter's.  {See  this  case,  16  How.  Pr. 
R.,  66.)  Plaintiff  entered  up  his  judgment  against  Carter 
for  $1,040.12.  Carter,  as  assigned  to  Terry,  entered  judg- 
ment against  Roberts  for  $360.39.  Excess  of  Roberts' 
judgment  over  Carter's,  $679.73.  The  cause  was  brought 
to  trial  before  the  court  at  special  term,  Mr.  Justice  Mullin 
presiding,  who,  on  the  19th  November,  1869,  ordered  judg- 
ment for  the  defendants,  and  that  the  complaint  be  dis- 
missed, with  costs.  From  this  judgment  the  plaintiff  ap- 
pealed to  the  general  term. 

John  Fitch,  attorney  and  counsel  for  plaintiff. 
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The  assignmeDt  from  Garter  to  Teny  was  ex  parte.  Rob- 
erta was  not  bound  by  it.  The  plaintiflf  was  injured  by.  it. 
(11  flw.,  380.) 

Terry,  as  an  assignee  of  Garter,  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  suits,  must  take  the  claim  subject  to  all  the  equities. 
(5  Caw.,  376 ;  II  How.,  380 ;  Terrjf  agt.  Roberte,  16  Hbv., 
65.) 

The  court  could  not  impose  a  condition.  (6  Haw.,  220 ; 
11  Haw.,  365.) 

When,  pendente  lite,  in  an  action  on  contract,  the  plain- 
tiff sells  and  assigns  the  subject  matter  of  the  action  to  a 
third  person,  he  will  not  be  substituted  as  plaintiff  on 
motion  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  record,  and  without  notice  to 
him.  The  alleged  purchaser  is  the  person  to  move  for  sub- 
stitution, and  he  should  do  so  on  notice  to  the  plaintiff  as 
well  as -to  the  defendant.  Even  in  such  case,  it  is  not  a 
matter  of  course  to  order  a  substitution  without  imposing 
any  conditions.  {Haward  4*  Brawn  agt.  Taylar,  11  Haw.^ 
380.) 

Where  a  party  is  substituted  as  plaintiff,  without  notice 
to  the  opposite  party,  the  party  so  substituted  stands  in 
the  shoes  of  the  assignee,  and  is  subject  in  equity,  at  least, 
to  the  same  set  off  as  the  original  party  would  have  been. 
(This  is  in  accordance  with  Howard  4*  Brawn  agt.  Taylar, 
11  Haw.,  380 ;  see  alsa  Chappell  agt.  Potter,  id.,  365  ;  Terry 
agt^  Roberts,  15  id.,  65.) 

The  case  of  JVa^A  agt.  Hamilton,  (3  Mb.,  p.  35,  6th  die- 
trict  general  term,)  was  where  the  party  (defendants)  had 
notice  of  the  assignment.  But  in  this  case  Roberts  did  not 
have  any  notice  of  the  assignment ;  it  was  done  ex  parte; 
and  in  this  case  (3  Mb.)  the  court  held,  "  that  no  set  off 
could  arise  against  it  unless  one  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 
And  in  1  Caw.,  56,  206  ;  4  Hill,  561,  the  court  say,  **  if  the 
right  of  set  off  exists  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  the 
assignee  takes  subject  to  all  the  equitable  as  well  as  legal 
claims  which  might  be  urged  against  the  assignor  at  the 
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time  of  tbe  assignment.*'  And  the  court  say,  (3  Paige^ 
365,)  "  that  tbe  right  exists  as  against  the  attorney's  lien, 
although  the  attorney  be  the  assignee." 

Judge  MuLLiN,  who  tried  this  cause,  in  his  order  for  judg- 
ment makes  the  mistake  of  supposing  that  Terry  (plaintiff, 
Carter's  attorney)  was  substituted  upon  a'  regular  motion 
on  notice,  because  the  cases  to  which  he  refers  are  cases 
where  assignments  were  on  notice.  Here  there  was  no 
notice.  The  order  was  ex  parte.  By  his  decision  he  in 
effect  reverses  the  decision  of  this  general  term  (1st  dis- 
trict) in  Martin  agt.  Kanouse^  (17  Haw.j  146.) 

The  only  fact  necessary  for  Roberts  to  have  his  set  off, 
as  far  as  it  would  go,  v^as  that  he  and  Carter  both  had 
equities.  (Referee's  report  of  judgments  against  each  other 
at  same  point  of  time.)  (2  R.  5.,  354,  §  18, 1^^  ed. ;  6  How^^ 
339  ;  4  id,  168 ;  10  Mb.,  [general  term,]  384.) 

Where  an.  action  is  brought  for  the  purpose  of  setting  off 
a  judgment  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  against  a  judgment  for 
costs  in  favor  of  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff,  the 
attorney's  lien  for  costs  on  the  latter  judgment  cannot  be 
protected  or  let  in  to  obstruct  the  set  off.  It  is  otherwise 
where  amotion  is  made  to  set  off  judgments.  In  the  latter 
case  the  courts  proceed  without  the  statute,  but  in  the 
former  they  are  within  it,  and  they  must  obey  it.  {Martin 
agt.  Kanouse,  17  How.,  146  ;  Mcoll  agt.  Mcoll,  16  Wend,, 
446.) 

The  return  of  the  execution  unsatisfied,  and  Carter's  im- 
prisonment and  discharge  as  a  "  poor  debtor"  under  the 
statute,  clearly  proved  him  an  insolvent  at  the  time,  and 
the  court  should  have  so  held. 

A  new  trial  should  be  granted  for  the  reasons  set  forth 
in  the  exceptions  to  the  findings  of  the  court,  both  law  and 
fact,  as  are  set  forth  in  the  case. 

E.  Ter&y,  attorney  and  counsel  for  defendants. 
,    First.— Terry  was  not  only  the  equitable  assignee  of  that 
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portion  of  the  judgment  covering  the  costs,  but  he  was  the 
actnal  assignee  for  value  of  the  whole  judgment  before  the 
plaintiff  Roberts  had  obtained  his  judgment,  and  before  his 
equity  arose  to  set  off  sufficient  to  liquidate  this  judccment 
againt  him.     (17  Haw.  Pr.  R.^  341.) 

Second. — There  is  no  proof  of  insolvency  of  Carter,  at 
the  time  he  assigned  the  judgment  sought  to  be  canceled 
by  set-off  to  Terry,  July  21st,  1857. 

Third.— I(  there  was  insolvency  of  Carter,  Terry's  equity 
is  as  great  as  Boberts',  and  he  was  equally  entitled  to  be 
paid. 

Ftmrth. — There  was  no  proof  of  fraud. 

Fifth. — ^All  the  above  points  were  submitted  to  the  court 
on  the  evidence,  and  unless  his  decision  is  clearly  against 
the  weight  of  evidence,  his  decision  is  final. 

Sixth. — The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

By  the  court,  Gould,  Justice.  I  do  not  see  that  in  con- 
sidering this  case,  we  are  necessarily  to  come  in  conflict 
with  the  decision  of  this  court  on  a  motion  in  the  same 
matter  (as  reported  in  17  Hovo.^  341.)  At  page  343  of  that 
case,  Mr.  Justice  Davies  expressly  makes  the  distiuction 
between  a  motion  where  the  court  will  protect  the  attorney 
in  his  costs,  and  a  suit  to  compel  a  set-off  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statute.  And  Mr.  Justice  Clebke,  though 
concurring  in  the  result  of  denying  the  motion,  does  not 
concur  in  the  ground  upon  which  it  is  placed.  And  no 
other  justice  gives  any  opinion.  We  may  therefore  pro- 
ceed untrammeled  by  that  case. 

Mr.  Terry  comes  into  this  case  as  assignee  of  a  claim  of 
his  client,  (who,  according  to  the  subsequent  proceedings 
to  obtain  his  discharge  as  a  poor  debtor,  must  have  been 
then  insolvent;).  Terry  taking  the  assignment  to  protect 
himself,  if  he  could  legally,  to  which  there  is  no  objection. 

But  an  assignee  of  anything  but  commercial  paper,  when 
he  takes  it  bonafide^  is  liable  to  all  the  equities  which  exist 
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against  the  demand  while  in  the  bands  of  the  assignor. 
And,  with  a  view  to  carry  this  out  in  case  of  an  assign* 
menty  pendente  lite^  the  case  in  11  Haw.  (381)  seems  to 
assign  the  principle  that  should  govern  courts  in  allowing 
such  an  assignee  to  be  made  party  to  the  suit.  '<  When  a 
substitution  cannot  prejudice  any  right  or  remedy  of  the 
defendant,  it  would  be  almost  a  matter  of  course  to  permit 
it.  When  such  a  result  would  be  produced  by  the  change, 
the  court  would  either  refuse  to  permit  it,  or  would  grant 
it  only  on  such  terms  as  would  protect  the  defendant  from 
injury."  While,  in  the  case  before  us,  the  assignee  of  Garter 
was  allowed  to  come  in  ex  parte^  to  the  manifest  injury  of 
Roberts  the  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  Justice  Datibs,  in  Martin  agt.  Kanouset 
(17  How.f  148,)  seems  much  sounder  than  his  opinion  above 
referred  to ;  and  the  case  he  there  cites  (16  Wend.,  446) 
seems  to  be  a  binding  one,  decided  in  the  court  of  last 
resort. 

It  would  seem  that  the  set-off  should  be  allowed,  and  that 
therefore  the  decision  of  special  term  must  be  reversed. 

Clerks,  J.    I  concur. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
John  H.  Mobe£ll  agt.  E.  Hoet. 

Tli«  law  M  to  eommi$$io%$  for  the  ozAinliiatioii  of  witneiiM  li  not  wlUand.  hf  th* 
Code.    It  U  not  »ppUeable  to  wibiMWi  in  tupphm^ntary  frocudU^$9. 

Jfew  York  Special  Term,  J\rovember,  1862. 

Ingraham,  p.  Justice.  The  plaintiff  moves  for  a  com- 
mission to  examine  a  witness  in  supplementary  proceedings. 
It  is  conceded  that  prior  to  amendment  of  the  Code,  in 
1860,  such  a  motion  could  not  be  granted.  I  do  not  think 
the  amendment  to  the  Code  in  section  399  alters  that  rule. 
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That  section,  as  amended,  only  applies  to  the  examination 
of  the  witness,  and  extends  to  special  proceedings  the 
right  to  examine  a  party,  as  in  an  action.  It  does  not  allow 
a  commission  to  issue  for  such  purpose.  There  is  no  other 
statute  which  makes  such  a  commission  proper.  The 
Revised  Statutes,  under  which  commissions  are  issued, 
require  issue  to  be  joined.  The  law  as  to  commission  for 
the  examination  of  witnesses  is  not  altered,  either  by  the 
amendments  of  1860  or  1862.    Motion  denied. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
James  P.  Ross  agt.  Alexandek  Longbiuir. 

In  the  V9r\fieaiion  of  an  aiifwer  by  an  agtni  of  the  defendant  to  la  Mtion  upon  » 
written  instrament,  where  the  sUegationfl  of  the  eofwer  are  stated  jMffttivelyy 
and  without  qnalifloationy  it  it  not  neeeanry  that  the  agent  should  state  his 
knowledge  or  the  grounds  of  hie  belief  in  the.  verifioation.  That  part  of  the 
yeriHeatlon  whieh  refers  to  matters  in  the  answer,  supposed  to  hare  heen  stated 
upon  information  and  helief^  maj  he  treated  as  surplusage. 

Monroe  General  Term,  September^  1862. 
Johnson,  E.  Da&win  Smith  and  Welles,  J.  J. 
Appeal  from  an  order  of  special  term,  denying  motion  by 
defendant  to  set  aside  judgment. 

H.  R,  Selden  and  Jno.  McGonvill, /or  appeilani. 
T.  R.  Stbono  and  D.  C.  Hyde, /or  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Welles,  Justice.  The  judgment  was 
entered  as  for  want  of  an  answer  to  the  complaint.  An 
answer  was  served  in  due  time,  but  was  returned  by  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  to  the  defendant's  attorney  on  the 
alleged  ground  that  the  verification  was  insufficient,  the 
complaint  having  been  duly  verified,  and  the  plaintiff  per- 
fected judgment.  The  verification  was  as  follows : 
Vol.  XXrV.  4 
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**  Monroe  county,  ss. : — ^Alexander  Longmuir,  junior,  being 
duly  sworn,  says :  that  he  is  and  has  for  a  long  time  been 
agent  for  the  defendant  in  this  action  ;  that  the  foregoing 
answer  is  true  to  his  own  knowledge,  (except  as  to  those 
matters  therein  stated  on  information  and  belief,  and  as  to 
those  matters  he  believes  it  to  be  true.)  Deponent  further 
says  that  the  reason  why  the  verification  is  not  made  by 
the  defendant  is,  that  all  the  material  allegations  in  the 
answer  are  within  the  personal  knowledge  of  deponent,  and 
not  within  the  personal  knowledge  of  the  defendant. 
(Signed)  "A.  Longmuir,  Jr. 

"  Sworn  before  me,  February  6th,  1862. 

(Signed)  "Hiram  L.  Barker,  Com,  of  Deeds,^^ 

This  is  nearly  if  not  exactly  in  the  language  of  that  por- 
tion of  §  157  of  the  Code,  allowing  the  affidavit  of  verifica- 
tion to  be  made  by  the  agent  or  attorney  of  the  party  in 
a  case  where  the  action  or  defence  is  founded  upon  a  writ- 
ten instrument  for  the  payment  of  money  only,  Ac. 

It  is  objected  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  affidavit 
omits  to  set  forth  the  knowledge  or  the  grounds  of  belief  of 
the  agent  who  makes  it.  It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  this 
objection  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  answer  stated  upon 
information  or  belief,  but  each  and  every  allegation  is  stated 
positively  and  without  qualification.  That  part  of  the 
affidavit,  therefore,  which  refers  to  matters  in  the  answer 
supposed  to  have  been  stated  upon  information  and  belief, 
may  be  treated  as  surplusage.  It  is  further  objected  that 
the  answer  contains  no  defence ;  but  this,  I  think,  is  an 
error.  The  defence  interposed  is  that  of  a  recoupment.  It 
may  not  be  a  full  defence  to  the  whole  cause  of  action,  but 
it  is  a  full  defence  to  the  extent  of  the  recoupment  which 
the  plaintiff  may  be  able  to  prove  on  the  trial.  If  it  is 
true  to  any  extent,  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  set  it  up. 
Besides,  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  treat  it  as  a  nullity 
on  that  ground,  and  enter  judgment  as  for  want  of  an 
answer.     If  frivolous,  the  only  way  he  can  take  advantage 
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of  it  is  by  application  to  a  judge  of  the  court,  under  ^  247. 
The  order  of  special  term  should  be  reversed,  and  the  judg- 
ment set  aside  with  $10  costs  of  appeal. 

Same  agt.  Same. 

Same  facts,  except  that  the  affidavit  of  verification  omits 
the  clause  in  parenthesis  in  the  affidavit  in  the  foregoing 
case.     Same  order  as  in  the  other  case. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Emma  L.  Undebhill  agt.  Samuel  G.  Tbipp  and  others. 

Constmetion  of  clauses  in  a  wiU.-^Personal  property  maj  be  bequeathed /or 
life,  and  then  orer,  either  absolntely  or  oontingenilj. 

A  bequest  by  the  teitator  to  his  daaghter  of  $1>000^  and  then  declares  that  this 
bequest  is  given  to  make  his  daughter  equal  with  his  other  children  who  had  been 
advanced ;  and  after  a  residuary  devise  of  all  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate,  he  says  the  bequest  (of  $1>000)  which  he  has  given  to  his  said  daughter, 
<  <  eho  is  to  have  and  to  hold  during  the  term  of  her  natural  lift^  and  at  her 
decease  is  to  be  equally  divided  among  her  children,'' 

Heldy  that  this  last  clause  out  down  the  legaoy  of  the  daughter  to  a  life  estate  or 
itsvfructuary  interest  i  and  that  her  children  would  take  as  purehasers  on  her 
death. 

Dutchess  Special  Term,  January,  1861.  \ 
An  action  involving  the  construction  of  a  will. 
Emott,  Justice.  If  this  will  and  codicil  contained  an 
absolute  bequest  of  one  thousand  dollars  to  the  plaintiff  in 
perpetuity,  any  directions  or  limitations  inconsistent  with 
such  ownership  would  be  void.  This  is  the  doctrine  of 
numerous  cases,  among  which  are  Bradley  agt.  Peixotto, 
(3  Ves.,  324,)  and  Jfewton  agt.  Reid,  (4  Sim.,  141.)  So  if 
there  were  an  absolute  bequest  in  one  part  of  the  will,  and 
an  imperfectly  expressed  intention  in  a  subsequent  part 
that  the  legatee  should  take  for  life  only,  the  plain  language 
will  not  be  cut  down  by  the  uncertain  words  in  the  residue. 
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This  is  the  doctrine  annonnced  by  the  vice-chancellor  of 
England,  in  Billing  agt.  Billings  (5  Sim.,  232.) 

At  the  same  time  the  whote  will  must  be  taken  togetfaeri 
and  all  of  it  upheld  if  possible.  Neither  of  the  classes  of 
cases  just  cited  are  applicable  here,  because  the  testator 
not  only  manifestly  intended,  but  has  clearly  expressed  his 
intention,  that  the  legacy  to  the  plaintiff  should  be  for  life 
only.  I  speak  from  the  will  only,  and  without  referring  to 
the  codicil,  which  certainly  could  not  cut  down  this  bequest, 
if  it  were  absolute  and  entire  to  the  legatee  by  the  will, 
altliough  it  may  be  referred  to  upon  the  question  of  con- 
struction and  intention.  But  the  will  gives  to  the  plaintiff 
$300  to  buy  furniture,  which  bequest  she  is  to  have  and  to 
hold  absolutely  at  her  own  disposal.  After  certain  specific 
bequests,  in  similar  terms,  to  other  relatives,  the  testator 
proceeds  to  say :  ^*  also  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daugh- 
ter, Emma  L.  Underhill,  the  farther  sum  of  one  thousand 
dollars.''  He  then  gives,  in  similar  terms,  a  like  sum  to 
another  daughter,  and  declares  that  these  bequests  are 
given  to  make  these  daughters  equal  with  his  other  chil- 
dren who  had  been  advanced.  Then  follows  a  residuary 
devise,  of  all  his  remaining  real  and  personal  property,  to 
all  his  children,  naming  them  and  including  the  plaintiff, 
^*  to  be  equally  divided  among  them,  share  and  share  alike." 
The  next  sentence  is  that  upon  which  the  present  contro- 
versy turuB :  "  the  bequests  which  I  have  given  to  my 
daughter,  Emma  L.  Underhill,  excepting  the  three  hundred 
dollars  to  buy  furniture,  she  is  to  have  and  to  hold  daring 
the  term  of  her  natural  life,  and  at  her  decease  is  to  be 
equally  divided  among  her  children."  There  is  a  clause  in 
similar  language  in  respect  to  the  bequests  to  Hannah  D. 
Tripp. 

This  language,  in  my  opinion,  cuts  down  the  legacies  of 
the  plaintiff  to  a  life  estate,  or  the  usufructuary  interest. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  personal  property  may  be  bequeathed 
for  life,  and  then  over,  either  absolutely  or  contingently. 
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lu  the  caae  of  JVbrm  agt.  Beyea,  (3  JiTem.,  273,)  an  execu- 
tory devise  upon  a  life  estate  in  personal  property  was  sus- 
tained, although  the  gift  to  the  first  legatee  was  express, 
and  only  limited  by  the  subsequent  contingent  bequest.  If 
the  devise  in  that  case  had  been  absolute,  and  not  contin* 
gent,  would  the  case  have  been  any  stronger  for  the  first 
taker  ?  In  Patersm  agt.  Ellis,  the  stress  of  the  case  was, 
as  shown  by  Judge  Denio  in  Harris  agt.  Beyta,  that  the 
executory  devise  was  void,  because  it  was  upon  an  indefi- 
nite failure  of  iesues.  There  was  also  in  that  case,  what  is  the 
material  point  in  a  number  of  the  cases,  an  absolute  power 
of  disposing  of  the  fund  given  to  the  legatee.  This  was  the 
distinguishing  feature  of  Flanders  agt  Clark,  (3  Mk.,  509,) 
where  Lord  Habdwicke  said  that  the  power  of  disposing 
and  spending  the  whole  made  the  limitation  one  void.  But 
he  said,  if  it  were  not  for  this,  the  limitation  being  to  issue 
living  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker,  he  would  sustain  the 
devise  and  confirm  the  first  legatee  to  an  usufructuary  in- 
terest. In  the  case  of  Drake  agt.  Rohinsotij  decided  by 
this  court,  there  was  an  absolute  bequest,  with  nothing  to 
limit  it  but  a  direction  to  invest  On  the  other  hand,  in 
Jforris  agt  Beyea,  although  there  was  an  express  gift  to 
Isabella  Beyea,  directed  to  be  paid  six  months  after  the 
testator's  death,  yet  as  there  was  a  valid  contingent  devise 
engrafted  upon  this,  the  court  of  appeals  held  that  this 
limitation  was  not  void  for  repugnancy,  and  that  the  first 
taker  was  only  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  fund. 

If  the  case  rested  upon  a  gift  to  the  plaintiff,  and  at  her 
death  to  be  equally  divided  among  her  heirs,  there  would 
be  at  any  rate  a  different  question.  But  as  I  read  the  will, 
it  is  a  bequest  to  the  plaintiff  for  life  expressly,  and  then 
to  her  children  equally.  The  word  heirs  is  not  used,  and 
there  can  be  no  question  that  children  in  such  a  connec- 
tion in  a  gift  of  personal  estate  is  a  word  of  purchase  and 
not  of  limitation.  {^Set  Jarmanan  Wills j  vol.  2,  316  ;  1  Dru. 
4r  W.,  107 ;  2  Sim.,  486 ;  6  Sim.,  468.)    It  does  not  appear 
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whether  this  legatee  has  children.  The  inference  from  the 
will  is  that  she  has.  If  so,  I  see  no  doubt  that  they  take 
as  purchasers  at  the  death  of  their  mother. 

There  is  no  repugnancy  in  the  clauses  of  this  will  and 
codicil,  fairly  interpreted,  and  I  cannot  see  any  way  to 
throw  aside  all  the  clauses  of  the  will,  except  the  first  sen- 
tence relating  to  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  hold  that  she  is 
absolutely  entitled  to  this  fund. 

There  must,  therefore,  be  judgment  for  the  defendants. 
The  case  is  a  fair  one  for  costs  out  of  the  fund,  if  they  can 
be  given  without  interfering  with  the  rights  of  other  lega- 
tees who  are  not  interested  in  the  present  question.  The 
question  of  costs  is  reserved  for  consideration  upon  settling 
the  judgment. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Thomas  S.  Barlow  and  another,  executors  agt.  Miba 
Coffin  and  others. 

An  ineonsUUnt  devise  or  bequest  in  the  second  of  two  testftmentary  papen  (a  wiU 

and  oodioil)  is  a  revocation  oftkefirH» 
Thus,  in  case  of  a  devise  of  the  same  lands  to  two  persons,  while  if  the  devises  are 

in  the  same  inetrument,  the  devisees  may  take  jointly  or  in  common ;  bat  if  they 

are  found  in  dUtinct  testamentary  instruments,  the  latter  is  a  complete  revoca' 

tion  of  the  former. 

Dutchess  Special  Term,  May,  1861. 

An  action  to  settle  the  accounts  of  the  plaintiffs  as  exec- 
utors, to  construe  the  will  and  determine  the  rights  of  the 
parties. 

J.  P.  Babnard,  for  plaintiffs. 
Mr.  Nelson,  for  defendants. 

Emott,  Justice.  The  complaint  in  this  c&se  hardly  states 
sufficient  to  authorize  the  court  to  entertain  the  suit.    It 
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does  not  appear  when  Thomas  Barlow  died,  (the  date  of  his 
death  being  left  blank,)  nor  when  Lucy  Barlow,  his  widow, 
died,  except  that  her  death  is  stated  to  have  occurred  in 
1860.  I  do  not  discover  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  executors  of 
Thomas  Barlow,  have  anything  to  do  with  the  real  estate 
which  he  left,  nor  do  I  see  how  any  judgment  can  be  ren- 
dered in  this  action  which  can  affect  the  lands  devised  by 
TLomas  Barlow.  I  therefore  exclude  the  real  estate  de- 
vised to  Lucy  Barlow,  from  the  present  consideration  and 
judgment,  and  shall  determine  the  rights  of  these  parties 
in  the  personal  estate  only.  In  respect  to  this,  the  com- 
plaint states  in  general  terms  that  Thomas  Barlow  left  real 
and  personal  estate,  and  that  his  personal  estate  is  undis- 
tributed. What  the  amount  of  personal  estate  is,  or  in 
what  it  consists,  is  not  stated,  nor  does  it  appear  why  it 
still  remains  in  the  executors'  hands. 

If  there  is  personal  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  executors 
of  Thomas  Barlow,  undistributed,  and  which  is  claimed  by 
the  legatees  of  Thomas  Barlow  on  the  one  hand,  and  by 
those  of  Lucy  Barlow  on  the  other,  a  case  is  undoubtedly 
presented  for  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity,  to  settle 
the  accounts  of  the  executors,  and  to  construe  the  will  and 
determine  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs,  representing  the  executors 
of  Lucy  Barlow,  invokes  the  principles  stated  in  Underhill 
agt.  Tripp,  {ante  p.  51,)  to  show  that  the  absolute  gift  in 
perpetuity  to  Lucy  Barlow,  in  the  will  of  her  husband,  can 
not  be  affected  by  the  codicil.  But  the  cases  are  widely 
distinguishable  in  more  than  one  particular.  If  the  will 
and  codicil  are  to  be  treated  as  one  instrument,  they  con- 
tain an  absolute  bequest  to  Lucy  Barlow  of  one-third  of  the 
personal  estate,  and  an  equally  express  gift  of  the  same 
third,  after  the  death  of  Lucy  Barlow,  to  the  testator's  four 
daughters.  This  is  not  the  case  of  a  mere  direction  or 
limitation  inconsistent  with  an  absolute  bequest,  as  in 
Bradley  agt.  Piexotto,  (3  Ves.,  324,)  where  there  was  an 
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attempt  to  impose  a  condition  that  if  the  legatee  attempted 
to  dispose  of  the  fund  bequeathed  to  him,  it  should  go  over 
to  another  person.  Nor  is  it  the  case  of  an  absolute  be- 
quest, in  one  part  of  a  will,  and  an  imperfectly  expressed 
intention  in  another  part,  to  cut  down  the  bequest  to  a 
life  estate,  as  in  Billing  agt  BUling,  (5  Sim,,  232,)  where 
the  property  was  first  given  to  trustees  to  pay  it  to  the  tes- 
tator's nephew,  at  such  time  as  they  saw*  fit ;  and  there 
was  also  a  clause  that  the  trustees  should  pay  him  the 
interest  after  he  became  of  age,  weekly  or  quarterly  during 
his  life.  This  latter  clause  was  not  allowed  to  control  the 
plain  terms  of  a  previous  absolute  bequest. 

But  here  are  two  bequests,  both  explicit  and  necessarily 
repugnant.  If  they  were  both  in  the  same  instrument,  one 
must  fail  altogether,  or  both  must  fail,  or  the  will  be  con- 
strued so  as  to  give  effect  to  both  by  one  modifying  the 
other.  If  one  of  the  bequests  were  to  be  rejected,  it  would 
not  be  the  latter.  The  contrary  is  the  old  rule,  and 
although  somewhat  modified  in  its  application  in  more 
recent  cases,  it  is  a  rule  of  law  still,  that  of  two  repugnant 
clauses  in  a  will,  the  last,  while  of  two  such  clauses  in  a 
deed  the  first,  shall  prevail.  {Co.  Litt.,  112,  5;  2  Mk.,  372 ; 
2  Saund.,  103.)  But  where  two  devises  or  bequests  are  not 
totally  irreconcileable,  and  such  as  cannot  in  any  way  of 
reading  them  stand  together,  one  ms^  modify  the  other, 
and  both  have  effect,  Thus,  where  lands  were  given  to  A. 
in  fee,  and  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will  the  same  lands 
to  B.  for  life,  both  parts  were  allowed  to  stand,  as  if  the 
devise  were  first  to  B.  for  life,  and  then  to  A.  in  fee.  {Cro. 
Eliz.,  9.)  So  where  the  same  lands  are  devised  to  A.  in 
fee,  and  in  another  part  of  the  will  to  B.  in  fee,  they  take 
jointly  or  in  common.  (2  Jltk.,  486  ;  Plowd.,  639.)  Where 
one  part  of  a  will  contains  an  absolute  devise  or  bequest  to 
one,  and  another  part  contains  a  clause  giving  a  remainder 
to  another,  either  absolutely  or  contingently,  upon  the 
death  of  the  first  devisee  or  legatee,  it  is  plain  upon  prin- 
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ciple  and  authority,  that  the  two  clauaee  are  to  be  con- 
atrned  together,  and  the  latter  cuts  down  the  former  to  a 
life  estate.  That  conchision  was  reached  by  Ld.  Baouoham 
after  a  yery  able  and  satisfactory  discussion  of  the  autho- 
rities in  his  opinion  in  Sherrat  agt  Btnilty^  (2  Myl.  tf  K., 
149.)  That  case  is  very  nearly  in  point  upon  the  present 
question,  assuming  that  this  will  and  codicil  are  to  be 
treated  as  one  instrument.  In  Jfwrrii  agt.  Bcyea,  (3  JCem., 
273,)  a  contingent  bequest  over  at  the  death  of  the  first 
taker  was  sustained,  although  the  first  bequest  was  abso- 
lute and  express,  standing  alone.  I  obsenred  in  Vnderhill 
agt  Trippj  that  the  case  would  have  been  no  stronger  for 
the  first  taker,  if  the  bequest  oyer  had  been  absolute  and 
not  contingent,  and  that  observation  is  fully  justified  by 
the  authorities  to  which  I  have  just  referred.  If  the  two 
bequests  in  the  present  case  were  contained  in  the  same 
instrument,  I  should  have  no  difficulty  in  holding  that  both 
should  stand,  and  that  the  bequest  to  the  children  must 
cut  down  that  to  the  widow  to  a  life  estate. 

But  the  case  is  stronger  for  the  defendants  than  this. 
The  bequest  to  the  widow  is  contained  in  a  will  which  is 
dated  January  12th,  1852.  That  to  the  children,  under 
which  the  defendants  claim,  is  contained  in  a  codicil  dated 
October  11th,  1862.  The  rule  in  such  a  case  is  well  set- 
tled, that  an  inconsistent  devise  or  bequest  in  the  second 
of  two  testamentary  papers  is  a  revocation  of  the  first. 
Thus,  in  the  case  already  put,  of  a  devise  of  the  same  lands 
to  two  persons,  while  if  the  devises  are  in  the  same  in- 
strument, the  devisees  may  take  jointly  or  in  common ;  if 
they  are  found  in  distinct  testamentary  instruments,  the 
latter  is  a  complete  revocation  of  the  former.  (3  Mod.,  206 ; 
Brant  agt.  Wilam,  8  Caw.,  66.)  The  opinion  of  Judge 
WoonwoRTB,  in  the  case  of  BrafU  agt.  Wilswij  has  been 
reviewed  and  adopted  in  a  controversy  relating  to  the  same 
lands,  which  was  very  recently  before  this  court  at  general 
term.     {WUsan  agt.  WiUan,  32  Barb.  328,  336;  S.  C.  20 
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How,  Pr.  Jft.,  41.)  The  general  principle  is,  that  a  subse- 
quent testamentary  disposition  of  lands  or  property  already 
devised  in  an  existing  will,  is  a  revocation  of  such  previous 
\7ill,  absolutely  or  pro  tanto,  and  at  least  as  far  as  may  be 
necessary  to  give  effect  to  the  last  disposition.  {See  J  arm. 
on  Willsj  156, 158, 161,  and  cases  cited,)  The  codicil  made 
by  the  present  testator  in  October,  revoked  the  disposition 
contained  in  his  will  of  January,  1852,  so  far  as  was  neces- 
sary to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  the  former.  Lucy 
Barlow,  therefore,  took  only  a  life  interest  in  the  one-third 
of  the  personalty,  and  the  executors  are  accountable  to  the 
four  daughters  named  in  the  codicil,  for  whatever  of  that 
share  may  be  in  their  hands.  "* 

There  will  be  judgment  for  an  accounting  and  distribu* 
tion  accordingly ;  the  costs  to  come  out  of  the  estate. 
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Jair0s  Best  agt.  Amos  H.  Stabks,  impleaded  with  Henbt 
M.  Weatherby. 

Where  the  defendant  denied  that  the  claim  in  salt  was  for  money  reoeived  for  the 
benefit  of  the  defendant's  co-partnership  firm,  but  was  money  borrowed  by  his 
00-partner  for  hlB  indiTidnal  benefit,  and  that  it  was  never  appropriated  to  the 
use  of  the  firm, 

ffeld,  that  ovidenoe  to  show  that  the  money  borrowed  was  not  in  fact  nsed  in  the 
business  of  the  firm,  was  properly  excluded  where  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient 
to  oast  any  suspioiona  upon  the  bona  fidet  of  the  loan  being  for  the  firm.  Alao 
that  evidence  to  show  that  on  a  final  settlement  of  the  partnership  accounts  by 
arbitration,  this  debt  was  not  mentioned  on  either  side,  was  properly  excluded. 
Also,  evidence  to  show  that  in  the  formation  of  the  partnership,  the  partners  ar- 
ranged between  themselves  to  procure  what  money  they  should  want  in  their  busi- 
ness from  a  particular  source,  was  properly  excluded.  Also,  evidence  to  show  that 
no  claim  was  made  upon  the  defendant  for  the  debt  for  a  year  and  a  half  after  the 
plaintiff  knew  of  the  insolvency  of  the  other  partner,  was  properly  exeladed. 

Beldf  also,  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  that  the  ease  belonged  to  that  class  of 
eases  of  conflicting  evidence  and  doubtful  facts,  in  which  the  verdict  of  a  jury  one 
way  or  the  other  is  praotieally  oonolosive,  and  onght  not  to  be  disturbed. 
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Columbia  Special  Term^  September^  1859. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  a  case  and  affidavits,  upon 
the  ground  of  erroneous  rulings  of  the  court.  Also,  that 
the  verdict  is  against  the  weight  of  evidence.  Also,  on  the 
ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence. 

P.  W.  Bishop,  ybr  defendant » 
H.  N.  Wright, /or  plaintiff. 

HoGEBooM,  Justice.  This  suit  was  originally  brought  by 
Jacob  L.  Best  to  recover  against  the  defendants  (who  were 
a  firm  under  the  name  of  Starks  &  Weatherby)  moneys  paid 
by  him,  for  their  benefit,  upon  a  note  signed  by  him  as  their 
surety  to  Aaron  Huyck.  Best  having  pendente  lite  assigned 
the  claim  to  plaintiff,  the  latter  was  substituted  as  the  party 
plaintiff. 

Starks  defends  the  suit  upon  the  ground  that  the  money 
borrowed  of  Huyck  was  not  borrowed  for  the  firm  but 
for  Weatherby,  who  was  a  brother-in-law  of  Best ;  that  it 
was  never  appropriated  to  the  use  of  the  firm ;  that  by 
reason  of  transactions  between  Best  and  Weatherby,  in 
which  Best  became  the  debtor  of  Weatherby,  the  former 
assumed  the  Huyck  debt  and  became  primarily  responsible 
to  pay  the  same. 

These  questions  were  litigated  upon  the  trial.  Best  and 
Starks  having  both  been  sworn  as  witnesses,  (Weatherby 
having  removed  to  a  western  state,)  and  the  result  was  that 
the  plaintiff  recovered  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury  the  full 
amount  of  his  claim. 

The  defendant,  among  other  things,  moves  for  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence.  But  that 
motion  must  be  denied.  The  newly  discovered  evidence  is 
not  of  itself  very  important ;  tends  to  establish  precisely 
the  same  points  as  were  litigated  on  the  trial,  and  with 
reasonable  diligence  might  have  been  discovered  before  the 
trial.  {People  agt.  Superior  Court  of  K.  F.,  5  Wend.^  115; 
Graham  if  Waterman  on  Jfew  Trials,  489.) 
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Jacob  L.  Best  was  examined  as  a  witness  on  the  trial 
against  the  defendants'  objection — notice  of  his  intended 
examination  having  been  given  while  he  was  a  party,  but 
not  repeated  after  the  present  plaintiff  took  his  place.  If 
a  notice  were  necessary,  I  think  the  one  originally  given 
was  sufScient,  and  operated  through  all  the  subsequent 
stages  of  the  suit.  This  objection,  therefore,  cannot  pre- 
vail. I  do  not  discover  that  by  the  case  he  was  objected 
to  for  any  other  reason ;  but  if  it  was  designed  to  object  to 
him  also  as  the  assignor  of  the  demand,  I  regard  such 
objection  as  untenable.  (Alton  agt.  Franklin  F.  L  Co.^  9 
Bow.,  501 ;  Seymour  agt.  Peak,  10  How.,  395.) 

Best  being  a  competent  witness,  and  not  interested  in  the 
event  of  the  suit,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  his  wife 
was  not  a  competent  witness.  I  think  she  was  properly 
admitted. 

The  offer  to  show  that  the  money  borrowed  was  not,  in 
fact,  used  in  the  business  of  Starks  &  Weatherby,  was,  I 
think,  properly  overruled.  The  money  was  borrowed  avow- 
edly for  the  use  of  the  firm  by  Weatherby.  So  it  was  stated 
to  Best  and  to  Huyck.  They  were  merchants,  and  obtain- 
ing money  for  this  purpose  was  within  the  legitimate  range 
of  their  business.  I  discover  no  sufficient  evidence  which 
would  have  prevented  Huyck  from  recovering  against  Starks 
as  well  as  Weatherby,  for  the  lender  is  not  bound  to  see  to 
the  application  of  the  money  unless  there  be  circumstances 
of  suspicion.  (Church  agt.  Sparrow,  5  Wend.,  223;  Whit- 
taker  agt.  Brown,  16  Wend.,  505 ;  Onondaga  Co.  Bank  agt 
DePuy,  17  Wend.,  47.)  Nor  on  the  whole,  upon  the  evi- 
dence of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Best  and  Huyck,  was  there  sufficient 
to  cast  suspicion  upon  the  bona  fides  of  the  suretyship  of 
Best,  as  being  for  the  firm  instead  of  Weatherby  alone. 
Hence  it  was  not  material  nor  admissible  to  show  that  the 
money  was  misapplied,  especially  as  the  defendant  did  not 
accompany  the  offer  of  the  evidence  with  such  a  claim,  nor 
avow  his  intention  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  that  question. 
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I  think,  also,  the  offer  to  show  that  on  a  final  settlement 
of  accounts  between  Starks  A  Weatherby  by  arbitration, 
this  debt  was  not  mentioned  on  either  side,  was  properly 
overmled.  It  was  a  very  slight  circomstanoe  from  which 
to  infer  that  the  loan  was  for  -the  benefit  of  Weatherby 
alone.  If  Weatherby  had  not  paid  the  debt,  as  in  fact  he 
liad  not,  he  had  no  claim  for  it  as  between  him  and  Starks. 

The  offer  to  show  that  npon  the  formation  of  the  part- 
nership, the  partners  arranged  between  themselves  to  pro- 
cure what  money  they  should  want  in  their  business  from  a 
particular  source,  was  also  properly  overruled.  It  would 
have  very  little  weight  in  a  litigation  between  Starks  & 
Weatherby  themselves.  It  appears  to  me  to  be  entitled  to 
none  when  the  question  is  between  Starks  and  a  party  not 
pretended  to  have  been  cognizant  of  such  an  arrangement, 
and  therefore  having  no  reason  to  suspect,  on  that  account, 
the  bona  fide  character  of  Weatherby's  application  as  one 
to  borrow  money  for  the  use  of  the  firm. 

I  think,  also,  on  the  whole,  that  there  was  no  error  in 
excluding  the  evidence  that  Best  became  embarrassed  in 
his  pecuniary  circumstances  soon  after  his  payment  of  this 
debt  to  Hnyck,  and  that  notwithstanding  his  knowledge  of 
Weatherby's  insolvency,  he  made  no  claim  for  payment 
against  Starks  till  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  nearly  a 
year  and  a  half  afterwards.  Can  it  be  said  that  this  should 
in  law  prejudice  his  claim  or  throw  suspicion  upon  it  ?  Was 
the  evidence  strong  enough  for  that  purpose  7  It  seems  to 
me  it  was  of  an  altogether  inconclusive  character,  which 
might  well  be  explained  upon  a  different  hypothesis  from  that 
which  should  assume  the  invalidity  of  the  plaintiff's  claim. 
It  belongs  to  that  kind  of  evidence,  of  which  I  think  there 
are  more  instances  than  is  generally  supposed,  where  it 
cannot  be  said  to  be  positive  error,  either  to  admit  or  reject 
the  evidence,  where  its  unimportant  character,  if  rightly 
weighed  (and  we  must  assume  that  the  jury  will  put  the 
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right  coDfltructioD  upon  it)  will  not  prejudice  either  of  the 
parties  by  its  admission  or  its  exclusion. 

On  the  whole,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  present 
belongs  to  that  class  of  cases  of  conflicting  evidence  and 
doubtful  facts  in  which  the  verdict  of  a  jury  one  way  or 
the  other,  is  practically  conclusive  and  ought  not  to  be  dis- 
turbed. The  parties  have  had  a  fair  trial  and  we  ought 
not  to  set  aside  the  verdict  merely  because  we  may  suppose 
that  perhaps  another  jury,  equally  intelligent  and  equally 
honest,  might  consistently  with  the  evidence  reach  an  oppo- 
site conclusion. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  must  be  denied  with  costs. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS- 

Stewart  agt.  McCreadt. 

The  intent  of  the  Btatate  of  1860,  (Sess,  Laws,  771>)  giring  to  the  keeper  of  % 
boarding  kou8§  a  lien  to  the  extent  of  the  board  dne,  is,  to  giro  them  the  same 
lien  which  an  inn-keeper  baa  upon  the  effeots  of  a  gneat,  without  reference  to  the 
character  of  the  guests,  whether  they  are  tranHent  ot  permanent  boarders, 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  August,  1861. 

By  the  court,  Daly,  F.  J.  A  boarding-house  keeper,  as 
contradistinguished  from  the  keeper  of  an  inn,  should,  in 
the  sense  of  this  statute,  be  regarded  as  one  who  furnishes 
accommodation  for  a  definite  period,  as  by  the  week  or 
month,  at  a  rate  of  compensation  agreed  upon.  A  guest, 
as  distinguished  from  a  boarder,  is  bound  for  no  stipulated 
time.  He  stops  at  the  inn  for  as  short  or  as  long  time  as 
he  pleases,  paying,  while  he  remains,  the  customary  charge. 
While  he  occupies  the  position  of  a  guest,  the  inn-keeper 
has  a  lien  upon  his  effects,  and  may  detain  them  until  he  is 
paid  for  the  accommodation  which  has  been  furnished  ;  but 
if  he  and  the  inn-keeper  enter  into  a  special  agreement  for 
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any  fixed  period,  at  a  stipulated  price,  he  ceases  to  be  a 
gnest,  and  becomes  a  boarder.  The  inn-keeper  relies  upon 
the  special  agreement,  and  has  no  longer  a  lien  upon  the 
effects.  In  modern  times,  and  especially  in  cities,  the  prac- 
tice has  become  very  general  of  furnishing  accommodation 
by  the  week  or  by  the  month,  at  a  fixed  rate,  or  as  the  par- 
ties may  agree,  and  the  persons  who  furnish  accommodation 
in  this  way  are  distinguished  as  keepers  of  boarding-houses. 
Before  the  passage  of  this  statute  this  class,  now  a  very 
numerous  one,  had  no  lien  upon  the  efiects  of  the  persons 
to  whom  they  supplied  entertainment,  and  it  was  evidently 
the  intent  of  this  statute  to  give  them  the  same  lien  which 
an  inn-keeper  has  upon  the  effects  of  a  guest.  The  words, 
'^  to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  inn-keepers 
have  such  a  lien  and  such  right  of  detention,"  was  intended 
rather  to  indicate  the  general  nature  and  character  of  the 
lien,  than  to  specify  any  particular  case  or  class  of  cases  in 
which  a  boarding-house  keeper  might  have  a  lien.  If  we 
did  not  so  construe  the  statute,  then  it  would  have  no 
meaning  at  all,  and  in  interpreting  a  statute  we  must  as- 
sume that  the  legislature  intended  something  by  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act. 

Hilton,  J.,  dissented. 

Braoy,  J.  The  act  of  1860  (Sess.  Laws,  771)  gives  to 
the  keeper  of  a  boarding-house  a  lien  to  the  extent  of  the 
board  due.  It  provides  that  such  keeper  shall  have  the 
right  to  detain  the  baggage  of  *^  any  boarder,"  and  discards 
all  distinction  between  transient  and  permanent  guests,  and 
further  confirms  this  privilege  by  giving  such  lien  for  the 
amount  "  which  may  be  due  for  board  by  such  boarder," 
without  reference  to  the  manner  in  which,  or  the  time  for 
which,  the  board  became  due.  This  right  is  not  qualified 
by  the  declaration  which  follows,  that  the  lien  is  to  the 
"  same  extent,  and  in  the  same  manner  as  inn-keepers  have 
such  lien  and  such  right  of  detention."  These  words  apply 
to  the  character  of  the  lien,  and  the  extent  and  mode  of 
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exercising  it.  They  designate  the  lien  which  the  keeper 
has  for  the  snm  due,  viz.,  the  same  lien  as  an  inn*keeper, 
when  he  has  any  lien  at  alL  This  statute  was  drawn, 
doobtless,  with  reference  to  the  rnle  applicable  to  iim« 
keepers  in  these  cases ;  bat  the  law-maker  was  either  mis* 
taken  about  the  rule,  or  has  been  unfortunate  enough  to 
present  an  act  which  is  obscure,  and  which  it  requires 
some  reflection  to  understand.  I  think,  however,  that  it 
becomes  clear,  as  a  matter  of  construction  and  intention, 
that  the  lien  given  to  the  boarding-house  keepers  is  without 
reference  to  the  character  of  the  guests,  and  that  it  makes 
no  difference  whether  they  are  transient  or  not 
The  judgment  should  be  reversed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Mortimer  Brown  agt.  Allen  Penfield,  James  M.  Penfield 
and  Allen  P.  Harwood. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  being  in  the  |M»»«M«{ofi  cf  negotiable  paper  with  apparent 

tilU,  and  no  contradictory  evidence  to  oyerthrow  it,  he  shows  a  legal  right  aa 

owner  to  recover. 
Where  a  referee  not  only  deeidet  against  the  veighi  ofevidenee,  but  am  in  the 

application  of  the  mlee  of  law,  it  is  error  of  fact  and  of  law*    And  a  wrong 

zesolt  npon  andiepvAtd  evidence  is  an  error  qflaw. 

Albany  General  Term,  March,  1861. 

OouLD,  HooEBooM  and  Peckham,  Justices. 

This  action  was  commenced  October  6th,  1853,  to  recover 
the  amount  of  two  drafts,  each  drawn  and  indorsed  bj  Miles 
White,  and  accepted  by  the  defendants,  bj  their  firm  name 
of  Penfield,  Harwood  k  Co.,  each  for  $1)000 ;  the  one  dated 
October  27th,  1852,  at  six  months,  the  other  dated  Sep- 
tember 10th,  1852,  at  eight  months.  The  defendants  ans- 
wered, denying  each  and  every  allegation  in  the  complaint. 
They  deny  that  Miles  White  made  the  drafts  or  indorsed 
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them,  or  that  the  defendants  accepted  them;  deny  the 
transfer  and  ownership  by  plaintiff ;  set  np  that  defendants 
were  acceptors,  and  that  the  drafts  were  nsed  to  pay  pre- 
cedent debts;  allege  payment;  that  the  drafts  were  di- 
verted from  the  pnrpose  for  which  they  were  made ;  that 
the  drafts  were  not  negotiated  until  after  they  became  dne ; 
that  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  bona  fide  holder,  but  White  is, 
and  that  White  got  the  acceptances  by  frandnlently  pre- 
tending to  be  solvent  when  he  was  not  so. 

The  plaintiff  replied.  The  canse  was  referred  to  Gardner 
Stow,  Bsq.,  and  tried  before  him.  He  reported  in  fiftvor  of 
the  defendants,  and  judgment  was  entered  against  the 
plaintiff  and  for  the  defendants  for  costs,  1169.61,  Novem- 
ber 28th,  1859.  Plaintiff  excepted  to  the  report  and  ap- 
pealed from  the  judgment. 

Miles  White  was  a  manufacturer  of  axes  at  Gohbes,  and 
the  defendants  were  iron  manufacturers  at  Grown  Point, 
and  in  their  business  arrangements  the  defendants  accepted 
the  drafts  in  suit  and  many  more  for  the  accommodation  of 
White.  Miles  White  became  embarrassed  the  last  of  No- 
vember, 1852,  and  assigned  December  3, 18S2.  The  drafts 
in  question  were  negotiated  with  H.  Tator  A  Co.,  consist- 
ing of  Henry  Tator  and  George  Eigenbrodt,  for  cash,  one 
on  the  29th  October,  1852,  and  the  other  on  the  30th  No- 
vember, 1 852.  Eigenbrodt  swears  that  the  firm  of  H.  Tator 
A  Go.  did  not  hold  the  drafts  in  question  at  the  time  of 
signing  the  compromise  paper.  The  compromise  paper  is 
dated  March  23d,  1863.  Penfield,  Harwood  A  Go.  compro- 
mised with  their  creditors  for  a  large  amount  of  liabilities 
on  acceptances  of  Miles  White's  drafts,  and  intended  to  find 
and  compromise  all  such  liabilities  upon  the  paper  dated 
23d  March,  1853,  mentioned  above.  In  this  compromise 
H.  Tator  A  Co.  included  all  the  acceptances  which  they 
then  claimed  to  own,  t.  e.  two  for  $1,000  each.  The  hold- 
ers of  a  portion  of  the  acceptances  did  not  sign  the  com- 
promise paper.  Penfield  had  his  attention  called  before 
Vol.  XXIY.  6 
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the  date  of  the  compromise  paper,  and  in  December,  1852, 
to  the  fact  that  the  two  acceptances  in  sait  were  outstand- 
ing and  not  included,  and  not  proposed  to  be  included  in 
the  compromise.  In  December,  1852,  December  29th,  1852, 
or  January  5th,  1853,  H.  Tator  &  Gd.,  as  Percy  swears,  and 
is  not  contradicted  by  any  express  evidence,  sold  and  de- 
livered these  drafts  to  John  T.  Percy  for  $5.  H.  Tator  was 
not  examined  as  a  witness  at  the  trial,  having  previously 
died.  Percy  continued  to  hold  them  until  September, 
1853,  when  he  sold  them  to  B.  W.  Townsend,  of  New 
York,  for  $1,000,  and  took  Townsend's  note  for  that 
amount.  A  few  days  after  that  the  plaintiff  purchased 
these  drafts  of  a  man  by  the  name  of  Gibbs,  for  $1,200,  and 
igave  his  note  at  twelve  months  for  that  amount,  and  Percy 
advised  him  to  make  the  purchase.  These  notes  were  still 
unpaid  at  the  time  of  the  trial.  Percy  appears  to  have 
been  the  principal  actor  and  negotiator  in  the  whole  trans- 
action. The  purchase  was  September  20th,  1853.  On  the 
22d  the  plaintiff  sent  the  acceptances  to  Giles  B.  Kellogg, 
Percy's  partner,  to  coUect.  Upon  these  facts  the  referee 
reported  that  the  drafts  were  made  by  Miles  White,  and 
accepted  by  the  defendants  for  the  accommodation  of  Miles 
White.  That  the  drafts  were  transferred  to  H.  Tator  & 
Co.,  in  due  course  of  dealing,  for  value  before  maturity. 
But  that  H,  Tator  if  Co,  never  sold  or  assigned  the  said  hills 
of  exchange^  or  parted  or  intended  to  sell  or  part  with  their  tV 
terest  therein,  nor  were  the  same  transferred  to  the  plaintiff'^ 
nor  did  he  pay  value  therefor,  nor  purchase  the  same,  nor  had 
he  any  interest  therein  at  the  commencement  of  this  actum, 
and  that  the  plaint^  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  The  plain- 
tiff excepted  to  so  much  of  the  report  as  is  here  printed  in 
italics.  Judgment  having  been  perfected,  the  plaintiff  ap- 
pealed therefrom  to  the  general  term. 

M.  I.  TowwsEND,  for  plaintiff,  appellant. 
W.  A.  Beach,  for  defendants,  respondents. 
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By  the  oourti  Hogeboom,  Justice.  The  sole  question  on 
the  merits  in  this  case  is  whether  the  plainti£f  was  at  the 
commencement  of  the  action  the  owner  of  the  demand  pro- 
secuted. The  referee  has  reported  against  him  on  this 
question. 

The  referee  finds,  and  the  undisputed  testimony  is,  that 
Tator  &  Go.  were  at  one  time,  and  before  maturity,  the 
owners  of  the  drafts  in  question  for  value.  We  may,  there- 
fore, take  that  fact  for  granted*  It  is  equally  clear  that 
Tator  &  Co.  did  not  compromise  these  demands,  and  that 
they  did  not  attempt,  intend  or  agree  to  compromise  them. 
For  although  they  had  them  when  first  spoken  to  about  a 
compromise,  they  were  not,  in  fact,  embraced  in  the  com- 
promise, nor  so  supposed  to  be  either  by  Tator  &  Go.  or 
Penfield  &  Go.  Nor  was  the  compromise  itself  binding.  It 
was  not  signed  by  Penfield  &  Go.,  nor  by  all  the  creditors. 

The  clear  preponderance  of  evidence  is,  if  not  the  undis- 
puted fact,  that  at  the  time  of  the  compromise,  Tator  &  Go. 
did  not  own  the  demands.  Tator  himself  was  dead  at  the 
time  of  the  trial.  Eigenbrodt,  his  partner,  expressly  swears 
to  such  non-ownership,  although  perhaps  he  had  no  per- 
sonal knowledge  upon  the  subject.  The  books  of  Tator  & 
Go.  show  the  same  fact.  Penfield  &  Go.  did  not  compro- 
mise upon  the  understanding  that  Tator  &  Go.  then  owned 
the  drafts.  In  that  particular,  at  least,  they  were  not 
imposed  upon,  but  acted  with  their  eyes  open.  It  is  diffi- 
cult to  see  how,  under  these  circumstances,  notwithstanding 
the  report  of  the  referee,  Tator  A  Go.  could  now  be  listened 
to,  if  they  claimed  them,  even  if  the  statute  of  limitations 
was  not  in  their  way,  for,  as  before  stated :  1,  the  clear 
preponderance  of  evidence  is  against  them ;  2,  they  assumed 
not  to  be  the  owners,  and  so  allowed  Penfield  A  Go.  to 
regard  them ;  3,  they  had  at  least  authorized  Percy  to  sell 
them. 

They  were,  in  fact,  sold  or  parted  with  by  Percy,  by 
authority  from  Tator  &  Go.,  and  in  a  manner  to  pass  the 
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title.  It  is  obvions  that  Tator  &  Co.  intended  to  part  with 
them — ^to  put  them  out  of  their  hands  so  as  not  to  haye 
them  subject  to  the  compromise.  Percy  intended  to  par* 
chase  them — ^he  did  purchase  them — such  is  the  undisputed 
evidence.  Percy  so  swears,  and  we  must  take  the  fact  to 
be  so,  unless  we  are  prepared  to  reject  his  evidence.  The 
consideration  was  small,  almost  nominal,  and  inadequate  to 
the  real  value  of  the  drafts.  But  that  is  not  decisive 
against  the  fact  of  transfer.  I  do  not  see  but  the  transfer 
might  have  been  gratuitous  and  still  have  been  valid  if  the 
parties  so  clearly  intended.  {Richardson  agt.  Meadj  27 
Barb.,  178;  Arthur  agt.  Brooks,  14  Barb.,  533;  Robertson 
agt.  Gardner,  11  Pick,,  156;  Code,  §111.)  Whatever  agree* 
ment,  if  any,  existed  between  Percy  and  Tator,  as  to  the 
ultimate  proceeds,  it  is  not  proved,  and  we  must  not  leave  too 
much  to  mere  inference.  If  there  was  any  undisclosed 
understanding,  it  seems  probable  that  it  did  not  touch  the 
title  to  the  drafts,  for  Tator  wanted  the  title  out  of  him. 
The  defendants  should  have  added  further  evidence,  if  any 
they  had  upon  this  subject.  As  it  stands  at  present,  the 
evidence  of  fraud  and  collusion  is  unsatisfactory  and  insuffi- 
cient, I  think,  legally  to  overthrow  the  apparent  title  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Nor  was  Percy  the  owner  of  the  drafts  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  action.  By  the  uncontradicted  evi- 
dence, he  sold  to  B.  W.  Townsend.  The  consideration  was 
adequate,  and  the  story  not  improbable.  It  is  not  mate- 
rial, at  least  not  decisive,  that  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
Townsend's  note,  given  for  the  consideration  money,  had 
not  been  paid.  It  was  not  then  outlawed.  It  may  have 
been  collected  afterwards  or  remained  in  statu  quo  to  await 
an  amicable  adjustment  after  the  result  of  this  litigation. 
Percy  was  at  least  authorized  to  sell,  and  if  he  sold  to 
Townsend,  the  title  of  Tator  &  Co.  and  of  Percy  passed  by 
the  act  of  sale. 

So,  also,  I  think  it  is  sufficiently  clear  that  Townsend 
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sold  to  Brown  the  plaintiff.  Brown  gsTO  his  note  for  the 
purchase  money  and  immediately  prosecuted  this  demand. 
Neither  Brown's  note  nor  Townsend's  was  outlawed  at  the 
time  the  testimony  was  taken.  It  is  not  improbable  they 
may  have  been  intended  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
this  litigation,  or  the  payment  postponed  to  await  its  event'. 
And  although  there  are  circumstances  of  some  suspicion 
arising  out  of  this  and  other  facts,  they  strike  me  as  insuffi- 
cient to  overcome  the  case  made  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
evidence  of  the  transfer  from  Townsend  to  Brown  is  uncon- 
tradicted. 

I  think,  therefore,  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  was  sufficiently 
established,  and  that  the  referee  should  have  reported  in 
his  favor,  upon  the  evidence  as  it  stood.  The  plaintiff  had 
possession  of  the  drafts ;  the  evidence  of  transfer  was  sat- 
isfactory till  contradicted.  Tator  &  Co.  do  not  claim  the 
drafts;  Penfield  &  Co.  did  not  suppose  they  belonged  to 
them;  Percy  does  not  claim  the  drafts,  and  would  be 
estopped  by  his  evidence  if  he  did ;  Townsend  makes  no 
claim  to  the  drafts.  So  far  as  the  evidence  shows,  no  one 
eke  claims  them  but  the  plaintiff— Penfield  &  Co.  certainly 
owe  them. 

I  think  the  evidence  of  the  proposed  compromise  and 
agreement  was  properly  admitted.  The  question  was  one 
of  fraud  and  of  actual  transfer,  and  all  evidence  fairly  bear- 
ing on  that  question  was  properly  admissible.  The  parti- 
cipation of  H.  Tator  &  Co.,  in  the  compromise,  was  admis- 
sible :  1,  to  show  that  they  had  in  fact  compromised,  and 
then  owned  the  drafts ;  2,  to  show  a  motive  on  their  part 
for  a  fraudulent  attempt  to  pass  off  the  drafts  to  Percy, 
and  thus  avoid  the  effect  of  a  compromise ;  3,  motives  and 
probabilities  are  proper  subjects  of  inquiry  in  cases  of 
alleged  fraud. 

In  my  opinion  the  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of 
the  referee  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
and  under  the  circumstances  I  think  with  costs  to  abide 
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the  event  of  the  action.  1.  The  referee  not  only  decided 
against  the  weight  of  evidence,  bnt  erred  in  the  application 
of  the  rales  of  law ;  2,  the  plaintiff  being  in  the  possession 
of  negotiable  paper  with  apparent  title,  and  no  contradic- 
tory evidence  to  overthrow  it,  showed  a  legal  right  to 
recover ;  3,  a  wrong  result  upon  undisputed  evidence  is  an 
error  of  law. 

Gould,  J.,  concurred. 

Peckham,  J.,  dissented. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Susannah  B.  Young,  administratrix,  &c.  agt.  James  H. 
Brush  and  others,  executorsj  &o. 

Where  the  domicU  of  the  teitatriz  wis  in  New  Tork— all  the  p$r$onai  utat$  mm 
in  New  Tork ;  the  will  wm  prov^  and  letten  teitamentury  Uiued  in  New  Torkj 

HM,  that  the  Ugat$ea  of  the  penonal  estate  were  not  chargeable  with  the  ez- 
penaee  of  proying  and  contesting  the  wiU  in  New  Jersey,  where  the  deceased  had 
real  estate.  The  decree  of  the  conrt  in  New  Jersey,  directing  each  expenses  to 
be  paid  oat  of  the  estate,  had  no  force  or  ralidity  here,  and  conld  not  make  thesa 
expenses  chargeable  to  the  legatees  under  the  wUl,  in  this  state. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  acconnting  against  execnton,  the  tmst  fond  has  been 
deposited  in  the  Trutt  Company,  under  the  direction  of  the  rtferee,  to  be  ap- 
plied to  the  payment  of  any  recorery  in  the  action,  the  exeontors  will  not  bo 
charged  with  a  higher  rate  of  intereet  than  that  paid  by  the  Tmst  Company. 

JVew  York  General  Term,  October,  1862. 

Inqraham,  Barnard  and  Clerke,  Justices. 

By  the  court,  Ingraham,  P.  Justice.  The  defendants,  in 
the  settlement  of  the  account  of  their  testator  as  the  exec- 
utors of  Catharine  Young,  claim  to  be  allowed  the  expenses 
of  proving  the  will  in  New  Jersey.  All  the  personal  estate 
was  in  New  Tork.  The  will  was  proved  in  New  York,  and 
letters  testamentary  issued  here.  Afterwards  Mr.  Brush, 
the  executor,  submitted  the  will  for  probate  in  New  Jersey, 
where  the  deceased  owned  some  real  estate.     The  probate 
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was  contested  there,  and  a  large  amount  of  expense  was 
incurred.  These  expenses  were  claimed  by  the  defendants 
as  a  credit,  and  disallowed  bj  the  referee. 

The  referee  has  found  that  the  domicil  of  the  testatrix 
was  in  New  York,  and  that  the  will  was  properly  admitted 
to  probate  here,  and  that  the  decision  on  the  will  in  New 
Jersey  was  only  as  to  the  real  estate. 

We  see  no  reason  for  submitting  the  yill  to  probate  in 
New  Jersey,  excepting  so  far  as  the  devisees  of  the  real 
estate  there  might  consider  it  necessary  for  establishing 
their  title  to  the  same.  For  this  purpose  the  executor  was 
not  called  upon  to  prove  the  will.  Any  party  relying  on 
it  as  the  source  of  his  title,  could  prove  it  on  a  trial,  by 
witnesses,  with  the  same  effect  as  if  admitted  to  probate, 
if  not  more. 

There  is  no  ground  upon  which  such  an  expense  should 
fall  upon  the  legatees  of  the  personal  estate  in  New  York. 

The  distribution  of  the  personal  estate  was  properly 
found  to  be  according  to  the  laws  of  New  York,  and  the 
decree  of  the  court  in  New  Jersey,  directing  these  expenses 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate,  had  no  force  or  validity  here, 
and  could  not  make  these  expenses  chargeable  to  the  lega- 
tees under  the  will  in  this  state. 

The  question  of  domicil  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
referee.  With  his  finding  we  would  not  interfere,  even  if 
we  doubted  the  correctness  of  that  decision.  But  we 
concur  with  him  in  that  finding,  because  we  consider  the 
weight  of  evidence  upon  this  point  very  much  against  the 
defendants. 

The  only  point  upon  which  we  entertain  doubt  is,  as  to 
the  charge  of  legal  interest  against  the  executor  on  the 
moneys  deposited  with  the  Trust  Company. 

Under  ordinary  circumstances  where  the  defendant  re- 
fuses to  pay  over  moneys  held  by  him  in  a  fiduciary  char- 
acter, he  should  be  charged  with  interest,  and  the  fact  of 
its  being  deposited  for  safe  keeping  in  a  bank  or  trust 
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company,  does  not  relieve  the  trastee  from  such  liability, 
even  though  he  receives  a  less  rate  of  interest.  (DePeyster 
agt.  Clarkson,  2  IFend.,  77.)  But  where  the  money  has 
been  kept  ready  to  be  paid  over,  then  interest  is  not  to  be 
charged.    (11  Paige,  142.) 

In  the  present  case  the  money  was  deposited  in  the  Trust 
Company  under  the  direction  of  the  referee,  and  with  the 
consent  of  the  defendants'  counsel,  as  to  the  propriety  of 
the  place  of  deposit  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  any 
recovery  in  the  action.  As  the  defendants  were  executors, 
and  the  money  was  deposited  under  the  direction  of  the 
referee,  it  is  olear  that  the  defendants  could  receive  no 
benefit  from  the  fund.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  any  de- 
mand was  made  for  the  payment  of  this  sum  other  than  is 
to  be  inferred  from  the  commencement  of  the  suit  which 
called  for  an  accounting  first.  Under  all  the  circumstances 
we  think  the  defendants  should  not  have  been  charged  with 
a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  was  received  for  the  fund 
while  it  was  deposited  in  the  Trust  Company. 

The  judgment  should  Be  corrected  by  the  plaintiff's  re- 
mitting  the  amoun£  of  interest  charged  on  $3,700  over  three 
per  cent.,  and  affirmed  for  the  residue. 

If  the  plaintiff  refuse  to  remit  the  amount,  the  judgment 
must  be  set  aside  and  case  referred  back  to  referee  for  cor- 
rection in  this  respect. 

Cls&ke  and  BAaNABD,  J.  J.,  concurred. 


UNITED  STATES  OOUET. 

Betsey  Cowen,  administratrix  of  Eskk  Cowsn,  deceased, 
agt.  David  Banks  and  others. 

When  ail  aetton  for  Hh^  inf rtn^mrat  of  %  copy  right  of  %  pabUoadoii  ma  brovghi 
hf  Um  a»Hgti$$9  theraof,  and  an  tew  of  ownataUp  iraa  xaitad  on  the  trials  upoa 
wbkh  tha  author  and  aaaignor  aa  » idtnan  iaatiflad  tbat  bytha  asraameiii  pro- 
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dneedf  '*  the  intMitimi  ma  to  oonTvy  dtponmiVf  whole  fattenei  in  the  eopy  right 
of  the  work;  I  sappoied  the  book  to  belong  to  myaaslgneee,  aa  wxm  aa  madoy  in- 
dndiog  aU  that  waa  in  it,»* 
EMf  that  thia  tettineny  tUppad  the  legal  repreaentatirei  of  the  anther  fimn 
aabaeqnently  elaimfag  that  the  agreeinent  waa  intended  to  be  eonflned  to  the  fir$$ 
Jo%rtu%  fart^  UmUotion  of  th€  copy  right,  under  whieh  it  waa  made^  eipe- 
eially  aa  the  teatimony  was  gLT«n  after  the  expiratkn  of  raeh  MwHation  to  a  por- 
tion of  the  week. 

United  States  Circuit  Court,  J^ew  York,  J^ov.  1862. 

Th£  bill  is  filed  in  this  case  bj  the  complainant,  to 
compel  the  defendants  to  account  and  pay  over  to  her 
moneys  received  by  them  on  the  sales  of  the  nine  volnmes 
of  Cowen's  reports  since  the  expiration  of  the  copy  rights 
of  Gonlds  &  Banks,  which,  it  is  charged,  expired  on  tho 
26th  of  April,  1838, 13th  of  November,  1843,  and  at  vari- 
ous dates  intermediate  these  two  periods. 

F.  F.  MAaBxr&T,  solicitor  for  complainant* 
W.  A.  Beach  and  Wm.  All£n  Butlkb,  counstL 
Banks  &  Andebson,  solicitors  for  D.  Banks. 
Chables  O'Conox,  counsel  for  Banks  and  e^rs  of  A. 

Gould. 
Ons  Allen,  sdidtor  for  W.  Oould. 
John  E.  Pokteb,  counsel. 
S.  D.  Law,  solicitor  for  es^rs  of  Anthony  Oould. 

Nelson,  0.  J.  These  copy  rights  were  taken  out  under 
the  act  of  1790,  which  secured  to  the  author  or  his  assigns 
the  exclusive  proprietary  right  to  the  book  or  books  during 
the  term  of  fourteen  years ;  and  further  provided,  that  if, 
at  the  expiration  of  the  said  term,  the  author  be  living,  the 
same  exclusive  right  should  continue  to  him,  his  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns  for  the  further  term  of  fourteen 
years,  provided  he  or  they  should  take  out  a  second  copy 
right  for  the  period. 

The  16th  section  of  the  act  of  1831  extended  the  term  to 
the  author  or  proprietor  of  the  book,  already  copy-righted, 
to  the  period  of  twenty-eight  years,  unconditionally,  if  the 
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author  was  living  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act. 
Judge  CowEN  was  living  at  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  the 
bill  charges  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
articles  of  agreement,  transferring  the  copy  right  of  these 
books  to  Gould  &  Banks,  the  proprietary  right  was  limited 
to  the  first  term  of  fourteen  years,  under  the  act  of  1790 ; 
and  that  at  the  expiration  of  this  period  the  right  became 
vested  in  the  author,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  16th  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  1831.  The  construction  is  denied  by  the 
defendants.  On  the  contrary,  they  insist  that  the  transfer 
embraced  the  contingent  right  to  the  additional  term  of 
fourteen  years,  under  the  act  of  1790,  which  became  abso- 
lute in  them  under  the  act  of  1831. 

We  are  satisfied,  on  a  careful  consideration  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  agreement,  that  the  construction  insisted  upon 
by  the  complainant  is  the  true  one ;  and  that  if  there  was 
nothing  else  in  the  case,  she  would  be  entitled  to  the  de- 
cree prayed  for.  But  the  defendants  have  filed  a  cross  bill, 
.  in  which  they  charge  that,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
understanding  of  the  parties  in  the  transfer  at  the  time  of 
the  agreement,  the  assignees  were  to  be  entitled  to  the 
entire  proprietary  right,  including  the  contingent  interest 
of  the  author  to  the  second  term  of  fourteen  years  as  well 
as  the  first ;  and  hence,  that  they  became  the  absolute  pro- 
prietors of  this  term  under  the  act  of  1831,  and  they  ask 
that  the  agreement  be  reformed  so  as  to  conform  to  the 
understanding  and  intent  of  the  parties. 

By  a  stipulation  in  the  record,  a  deposition  of  Judge 
CowEN,  taken  3d  October,  1840,  in  a  case  pending  between 
those  claiming  this  proprietary  interest  in  the  reports,  and 
one  H.  P.  Hastings  charged  as  violating  their  copy  rights, 
is  admitted  as  evidence.  Judge  Cowen  was  examined  as  a 
witness  for  the  complainant ;  and  an  objection  was  taken 
to  his  testimony  on  the  ground  of  interest.  He  was  first 
examined  on  his  voire  dire,  the  agreement  in  question 
having  been  produced  before  him.     He  stated  that  this  was 
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the  only  contract  between  him  and  the  assignees  of  the  copy 
rights,  and  that  "  the  intention  was  to  convey  deponent's 
whole  interest  in  the  copy  right  of  the  work."  And  on  his 
ezamination-in-chief,  he  observes :  *'  I  supposed  the  book 
to  belong  to  my  assignees  as  soon  as  made,  including  all 
that  was  in  it.  I  woald  not  have  taken  the  office  of  re- 
porter, with  its  salary  and  dnties,  unless  I  was  to  have  had 
a  proprietary  right  which  I  could  use  or  dispose  of." 

At  the  time  of  this  examination,  and  the  objection  on  the 
ground  of  interest  taken  to  the  witness,  the  first  term  of 
four  of  the  first  volumes  had  expired,  and  the  proprietary 
right  had  become  vested  in  him  absolutely,  unless  parted 
with  by  the  assignment.  Judge  Gowen's  attention,  there- 
fore, was  called  directly  to  the  fact  of  the  understanding 
and  intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  making  the 
agreement  of  transfer.  His  testimony  accords  with  his 
own  practical  construction  of  it,  for,  some  two  years  had 
elapsed  at  the  time  after  the  expiration  of  the  first  term, 
as  we  have  seen  in  respect  to  the  four  first  volumes,  and  he 
had  set  up  no  claim  to  the  copy  right.  He  died  20th  Jan- 
uary, 1844,  some  three  years  after  the  expiration  of  the 
first  term  of  the  copy  right  of  the  last  volume,  and  had  all 
this  time  acquiesced  in  the  claim  of  the  assignees.  Con- 
ceding, therefore,  that,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  writ- 
ten agreement  of  transfer,  the  assignees  obtained  a  right  to 
the  term  of  fourteen  years  to  the  nine  volumes  of  reports, 
yet,  in  view  of  the  bill  to  reform  the  contract  and  make  it 
conform  to  the  true  intent  and  understanding  of  the  parties 
to  the  instrument  at  the  time  of  entering  into  it,  and  the 
testimony  of  Judge  Cowen,  we  do  not  see  how  we  can  avoid 
reforming  the  contract  so  as  to  give  effect  to  the  real  agree- 
ment of  the  parties.  The  testimony  of  the  witness  is  not 
an  opinion  expressed  as  to  the  construction  of  the  instru- 
ment, but  as  to  the  question  whether  or  not  he  was  inter- 
ested in  the  second  term  of  the  copy  right  of  these  books. 
He  was  not  examined  upon  a  question  of  law,  but  upon  a 
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qnestion  of  fact ;  and  in  this  view,  and  in  the  face  of  the 
claim  of  the  complainants  in  that  suit  to  a  full  title  in  the 
second  term,  then  running,  he  testified  that  he  had  conveyed 
his  whole  interest  to  them.  The  evidence  of  Judge  Goweh^ 
under  the  circumstances  in  which  it  was  given,  is  wholly 
inconsistent  and  irreconcileable  with  the  idea  that  the  par- 
ties, at  the  time  the  agreement  was  entered  into,  under- 
stood and  intended  a  conveyance  of  a  copy  right  only  for 
the  first  fourteen  years. 

For  these  reasons  we  think  a  decree  must  be  entered  for 
the  complainants  in  the  cross  bill,  acc<H*ding  to  its  prayer, 
to  reform  the  contract,  and  for  the  defendants  in  the  ori- 
ginal bilL 


-♦♦- 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Thb  Beformsd  Fbotestant  Dutch  Chubch  of  Westfield, 
Stat£n  Island  agt.  Susan  D.  Brown,  executrix  of  David 
BbowNj  deceased. 

Wlien  the  daeition  of  »  referee  on  a  qu^Hio*  qffatt  \b  aArmed  hy  ihe  eonrt  »t 
geaenl  term,  it  b  taneluiUfB;  that  quegtien  eannot  be  reviewed  bj  lUt  eonrt. 

Where  en  indiTidnel  »t  the  formation  of  %  religiau$  tociety,  promises  by  mfttcHp- 
tion  to  pay  a  certain  sum  towards  the  erection  of  a  ohnroh  ediflce,  and  a  further 
yearly  snm  for  the  support  of  the  minister,  the  contract  is  binding,  notwithstand- 
ing the  society  was  not  legally  itwporaUd  until  some  time  afterwards,  and  tlie 
ehnioh  ediiioe  was  not  then  completed. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  promUe  by  the  subscription  should  be  to  or  with  the 
society  in  its  earporctt  eopacity.  The  sodety  on  beeoming  ineorporated  is, 
through  its  trustees,  vested  under  the  statute  with  authority  to  demand  and  re- 
ceire  the  subscription. 

September  Term,  1861. 

This  action  was  brought  against  the  defendant  as  execn- 
brix  of  David  Brown,  deceased,  to  recover  $600  npon  a 
subscription  by  the  testator  for  the  erection  of  the  church 
edifice  of  the  plaintiffs ;  also  $100  subscribed  hj  him  to- 
wards  the  salary  of  the  minister.    The  referee,  by  his 
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report,  found  the  following  facts :  That  the  plaintiffs  are  a 
religions  society,  duly  organized  and  incorporated  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  this  state,  as  "  The  Befonned  Protestant 
Dutch  Church  of  Westfield,  Staten  Island/'  That  David 
Brown  was,  on  or  about  the  26th  day  of  February,  1849| 
indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  $600,  as  follows : 
ISOO  upon  and  as  a  subscription  to  build  a  house  of  worship 
for  the  plaintiffs.  The  Befonned  Protestant  Dutch  Church  of 
Westfield,  Staten  Island,  which  sum  the  said  David  Brown 
promised  and  agreed  to  give  and  pay  towards  the  erection 
and  building  of  the  said  church  edifice,  and  a  sum  of 
$100  a  year  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  a  minister 
of  the  gospel  for  said  church.  That  afterwards,  and  after 
the  church  edifice  had  become  nearly  completed,  the  said 
Brown  again  promised  and  agreed  to  give  and  pay  towards 
the  erection  and  building  of  the  said  church  edifice  the 
sum  of  $500,  and  the  said  sum  of  $100  a  year  for  the  sup- 
port  and  maintenance  of  a  minister  of  the  gospel  for  said 
church,  and  expressly  waived  the  operation  and  force  of  a 
clause  in  an  article  of  agreement  or  statement  made  and 
signed  on  the  .9th  day  of  April,  1849,  in  relation  to  the 
indebtedness  of  the  church.  That  the  said  David  Brown 
was  repeatedly  called  upon  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of 
$600,  but  did  not  pay  the  same.  That  the  plaintiffs  were 
legally  incorporated  as  a  church,  on  the  11th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1849,  and  the  act  of  corporation  and  certificate  of 
election  of  officers  of  the  church  or  society  was  duly  and 
legally  acknowledged,  and  was  recorded  on  the  Slst  day  of 
June,  1851,  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  Bichmond  county, 
and  that  the  original  formation  of  the  said  society  and  sub- 
scription was  on  the  26th  day  of  February,  1849.  That 
the  said  church  was  so  completed  and  used,  as  was  in- 
tended, for  public  worship,  a  minister  employed,  and  the 
society  was  free  from  debt,  within  the  meaning  of  the  article 
of  April  9, 1849,  signed  by  David  Brown  and  others.  That 
said  Brown  had  departed  this  life,  leaving  sufficient  assets 
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to  pay  all  debts  owing  by  him,  and  that  on  or  about  the 
3d  day  of  February,  1853,  letters  testamentary  on  his  es- 
tate were  granted  and  committed  unto  his  widow,  Susan 
D.  Brown,  executrix  named  in  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  said  David  Brown,  deceased.  And  that  such  executrix 
entered  upon  her  duties  as  such,  was  duly  qualified,  took 
possession  of  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  said  David 
Brown,  deceased,  according  to  law,  and  that  she  had  suffi- 
cient money  in  her  possession,  arising  from  the  estate  of 
the  said  David  Brown,  deceased,  to  pay  all  debts  due  from 
the  estate ;  and  that  the  plaintiflFs'  demand,  as  set  forth  in 
the  complaint,  had  been  repeatedly  presented  to  said  exec- 
utrix for  payment,  and  payment  demanded,  previous  to  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  and  that  she  had  neglected 
and  refused  to  pay  the  same ;  and  that  there  is  now  due 
from  Susan  D.  Brown,  executrix  of  David  Brown,  deceased, 
to  the  plaintiffs,  the  sum  of  $959.33,  for  principal  and  in- 
terest, as  claimed  in  the  complaint.  From  the  facts  so 
found  and  reported  by  him,  he  decided  and  reported  as 
matters  of  law,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  judgment 
against  the  defendant,  as  such  executrix,  for  the  sum  of 
$959.33,  together  with  costs.  For  which  sum  judgment 
was  entered,  at  a  special  term,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 

An  appeal  was  taken  by  the  defendant  to  the  general 
•term,  where  the  judgment  at  special  term  was  affirmed,  {see 
17  How.  Pr.  R.,  287,  and  29  Barb.,  335.)  From  this  judg- 
ment the  defendant  appealed  to  this  court. 

J.  S.  L.  Cummins,  for  appellant 

Ist.  The  referee  erred  in  finding  that  David  Brown,  de- 
ceased, was  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  26th  day  of 
February,  1849,  in  the  sum  of  $100,  with  interest  from  that 
day,  which  he  had  "  promised  and  agreed  to  give  for  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  a  minister  of  the  gospel  for 
said  church." 

Because  there  was  no  minister  connected  with  the  church 
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during  the  period  laid  in  the  complaint.  {See  Com.^  fol. 
6-98;  Case,foL59]  Martin  9kgt.  Hynd,  Doug.,  14t2  ]  Cawp.^ 
437.) 

2d.  The  referee  erred  in  finding  that  plaintiff  was  legally 
incorporated  as  a  church  on  the  eleventh  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1849. 

In  order  to  be  legally  incorporated,  it  was  necessary  that 
a  certificate  of  incorporation  shonld  be  signed,  acknow- 
ledged and  recorded,  and  then,  and  not  until  then,  they 
became  a  corporation.  (1  R.  5.,  chap.  18,  title  5,  art.  Ist, 
sec.  2,  last  ed. ;  The  First  Baptist  Society  agt.  Rapalee,  16 
Wend.,  p.  606.) 

In  this  case  the  certificate  was  signed  on  the  11th  of 
September,  1849,  bat  not  acknowledged  or  recorded  until 
the  thirtieth  day  of  Jane,  1851. 

3d.  The  charch  not  being,  at  the  time  of  the  subscription 
incorporated,  it  could  not  be  a  party  to  a  contract;  there- 
fore the  contract  with  David  Brown  could  not  have  been 
made  with  plaintiffs,  nor  has  it  been  assigned  to  them. 

4th.  There  was  no  act  of  David  Brown,  deceased,  after 
the  plaintiffs  became  incorporate,  from  which  an  implied 
request  on  the  part  of  the  testator  to  the  plaintiffs  could 
be  raised  to  proceed  on  the  faith  of  the  original  promise, 
or  from  which  an  implied  promise  to  reimburse  plaintiffs 
could  be  raised. 

In  all  the  cases  relied  on  by  the  court  below,  there  were 
such  acts,  or  there  was  a  promise  to  pay  when  the  company 
was  organized,  and  the  cases  turned  upon  such  implied  re- 
quests and  promises.  {The  Hamilton  jr  DeansvUle  Plank 
Road  Co.  agt.  Rice,  7  Barh.  S.  C.  A.,  p.  159.) 

The  "  certificate  of  stock  was  made  out  and  delivered, 
and  he  accepted  it,"  and  the  case  turned  upon .  such  deli- 
very and  acceptance.  {Stanton,  Pres.,  agt.  Wilson,  2  Hillf 
153.)  In  this  case  the  articles  ''  declared  that  the  associa- 
tion should  commence  on  1st  January,  1839,"  and  the  sub* 
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Bcribers  engaged  "  to  pay  to  the  directors  or  Buch  person 
or  persons  as  they  should  appoint'' 

The  court  held,  Cowen,  J.,  that  *'  in  legal  effect,  then, 
the  contract  of  the  defendant  was  made  on  the  first  of  Jan- 
nary,  and  was  then  to  pay  the  corporation  the  amount  sub- 
scribed/' {Trustees  of  Farmington  Academy  agt.  Jill  en,  14 
Mass.  It,  172 ;  I%e  Limerick  Academy  agt.  Davisj  11  Mass.j 
113 ;  Seotis*  Charitable  Society  agt.  Shaw,  8  Mass.,  632 ; 
Comings  Dig.,  tit*  Action  upon  the  case  upon  assumpsit,  f.  8 ; 
Steu>art  agt  Hamilton  Col.,  2  Denio,  417.) 

6th.  There  is  no  promise  contained  in  the  book  of  sub- 
scriptions for  a  Reformed  Dutch  Church  in  Westfield,  Sta* 
ten  Island,  to  pay  the  corporation  after  incorporate,  or,  in 
fact,  to  pay  any  one.  The  subscription  was  not  absolute, 
but  merely  "  a  preliminary  step"  to  ascertain  whether  they 
would  "  be  warranted  in  proceeding  with  the  undertaking." 

6th.  By  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  they  were  not  to 
proceed  with  the  building  unless  they  had  **  money  in  hand 
suiEcient  to  cover  the  entire  expense  of  the  building."  This 
they  did  not  have,  and  therefore  David  Brown,  deceased, 
was  not  bound  to  pay  his  subscription. 

7th.  By  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  the  church  was  to 
be  free  from  debt,  but  it  was  not  at  the  time  of  its  comple- 
tion, and  never  had  been. 

John  Fitch,  for  respondent. 

I.  The  complaint  shows  the  amount  claimed, — ^the  sub- 
scriptions,— the  death  of  Brown, — the  fact  of  leaving  am- 
ple assets, — ^the  fact  that  Susan  D.  Brown  is  executrix, 
&Q.,  &c.,  with  sufficient  money  in  her  possession,  &c.,  &c.^ 
— ^the  proper  demand,  Ac, — ^her  refusal  to  pay;  plaintiff 
an  incorporation.  The  complaint,  at  folios  6  and  6,  sets 
forth  the  way  and  manner  the  debt  accrued, — the  facts  in 
relation  thereto, — the  promises  and  agreements  of  the  said 
Brown  in  his  lifetime, — the  building  of  the  church, — ^tho 
employment  of  a  pastor,  and  all  that  was  requisite  and  neces- 
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Gary  to  do  in  the  premises ;  the  fact  of  the  subscriptions, 
and  the  non-payment  thereof,  &c.  Ac,  and  all  the  necessary 
averments. 

The  answer  is  a  general  denial,  as  it  were,  of  the  several 
allegations  set  forth  in  the  complaint. 

IL  The  proof  on  the  part  of  tiie  pluntiff  is  perfect,  oom- 
plete  and  undisputed. 

The  documentary  proofs  are, — ^1.  Proof  of  demand  of  plain- 
tiff's account.  2.  Original  subscription  books,  in  Brown's 
own  handwriting.  3.  Original  subscription  roll  for  a  min* 
ister,  &c.,  in  Brown's  handwriting.  4.  The  application  for 
incorporation,  Ac,  &c.,  the  election  of  officers,  &c.,  Ac.  6. 
The  organization  as  a  church.  6.  Memorandum,  showing  the 
way  the  account  stood,  and  a  statement  of  facts.  7.  A  re- 
quest of  the  defendant's  lawyer  for  a  copy  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim  and  demand  in  the  suit,  and  to  see  the  subscriptions, 
&c.  8.  The  death  of  Brown,  and  appointment  of  defendant 
as  executrix,  Ac,  and  assets  in  the  hands  of  executrix,  all 
admitted.  The  estate  of  Brown  was  about  eight  hundred 
thousand  dollars.  9.  The  exemplified  copy  of  the  appoint- 
ment, Ac,  of  the  defendant  as  executrix. 

The  oral  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  Jessup  and  Prall,  is 
clear  and  positive,  and  shows  the  entire  history  of  the  trans- 
actions. 

in.  The  fact  of  Brown's  waiving  all  the  reservations  in 
regard  to  a  debt  on  the  church,  and  directing  the  officers 
to  go  on  and  finish  the  church,  is  clearly  proved.  This 
was  after  the  filing  of  the  article  of  incorporation.  The 
church  had  become  an  incorporation,  and  all  the  work  was 
done  and  paid  for;  the  fact  that  the  church  was  out  of  debt, 
Jessup  footed  the  balance  and  paid  all  the  bills,  is  clearly 
proven. 

It  was  after  all  this  had  been  done,  that  Brown  frequently 
told  those  in  charge  of  the  erection  of  the  church  edi- 
fice *'  to  go  on  and  finish  it,  and  he  would  pay  his  subscrip- 
tion."      ^ 

Vol.  XXIV.  6 
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On  thQ  30th  day  of  June,  1851,  the  articles  of  incorpor- 
ation were  duly  acknowledged,  filed  and  recorded  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  connty  of  Richmond,  but  n&ade  and 
executed  11th  September,  A.  D.  1849,  and  acted  upon  by 
plaintiff  as  well  as  by  Brown. 

The  church  was  finished  in  1851,  say  10th  November, 
1851.  Brown  left  Staten  Island  in  the  fall  of  1851.  Jes- 
sup  and  Prall  found  him  in  New  York,  in  Columbia  street, 
the  same  fall  after  he  left  the  Island,  and  then  he  again 
promised  to  pay  up  and  settle  the  subscription. 

After  the  28th  of  October,  when  $1,898.75  had  been  paid 
out,  for  on  the  2d  November,  1851,  only  $1,222.40  had  been 
collected,  Jessup  had  paid  all  the  bills,  and  he  with  Prall 
went  in  search  of  Brown  for  money;  when  Brown  again  (as 
he  had  done  repeatedly  before)  promised  to  pay.  Acting 
upon  the  faith  of  it,  as  they  had  done  previously,  they  had 
purchased  timber;  and  after  the  $1,000  were  paid  in  by  the 
Collegiate  Church,  Jessup  footed  the  entire  bill  of  $358.44, 
which  Brown's  subscriptions  would  have  paid  with  every- 
thing, and  a  little  surplus  over.  Brown  told  them,  at  the 
conversation  in  the  fall  of  1851,  to  "go  on  and  get  your 
subscriptions  and  build  the  church,''  &c.  They  did  so. 
Jessup  and  Frail  had  a  right  to  suppose  Brown  would  pay 
his  subscription.  And  with  his  subscription  the  church 
would  have  been  clear  of  debt,  with  a  little  surplus  over. 

The  purchasing  the  last  bill  of  lumber,  the  obtaining  the 
$1,000.00  from  the  Collegiate  Dutch  Church,  the  calling 
on  Brown  with  Exhibit  "No.  6,"  the  paying  up  by  Jessup 
of  the  $358.44,  wete  all  in  the  fall  of  1851 ;  Brown  knew  of, 
and  approved,  and  assented  to  the  whole  of  those  transac- 
tions. He  saw  Exhibit  "No.  6"  about  the  month  of  Septem- 
ber or  October ;  he  was  pleased  with  what  had  been  done, 
and  promised  to  pay  his  subscriptions. 

IV.  The  paper  at  folio  21  was  a  preliminary  paper, 
without  date,  to  be  in  force  if  money  enough  was  raised, 
&c.    Money  enough  was  subscribed,  and  it  must  be  con- 
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sidered  as  a  paper  bearing  date  as  of  the  day  the  articles 
of  incorporation  were  filed  in  the  county  clerk's  oflBce,  June 
30th,  1851 :  all  the  papers  should  be  considered  one  instru- 
ment, and  form  the  articles  of  incorporation,  as  in  the  case 
of  the  Troy  tf  Rutland  Railroad  Company. 

This  case  is  similar  to  the  case  of  ^^Lake  Ontario  Rail- 
road Co.  agt.  Mason^"  at  page  463 :  "Until  the  incorpora- 
tion of  the  Company  (church)  was  perfected,  the  other  sub- 
scribers had  an  interest  in  its  execution  and  performance, 
of  which  they  could  not  be  deprived  by  the  act  of  the  defend- 
ant. After  the  articles  were  filed,  and  the  church  had  a 
legal  existence,  it  acquired  a  vested  interest  in  the  defend- 
ant's agreement.  (9  Barb.,  202 ;  15  id.,  249 ;  1  Keman,  102 ; 
2  tU,  18 ;  2  Hill,  135.) 

In  Small  agt.  Herkimer  Manufacturing  Co.,  (2  Comstock, 
330,)  the  court  of  appeals  held,  "The  subscription  must  bo 
construed,  therefore,  as  if  all  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
afiecting  the  liability  of  the  subscriber,  or  his  title  to  the 
stock  purchased  by  him,  were  by  him  incorporated  in  his 
agreement." 

It  was  of  no  consequence  to  any  one  when  the  articles  of 
incorporation  were  filed.  For  "a  subscription  made  before 
a  corporation  is  in  esse  with  a  view  to  a  future  incorporation 
is  binding;  and  the  corporation  when  organized  can  sustain 
an  action  upon  it,"  29  Barb.,  335  ;  7  id.,  157 ;  and  at  page 
153  in  2  Hill,  and  at  p.  172  in  14  Jlfa^^.  JR.,  the  court  held 
that  "A  recovery  may  be  had  on  such  subscriptions  when 
no  company  or  corporation  was  in  existence  at  the  time." 

In  the  7th  Barbour,  at  page  165,  the  court  says,  "In  the 
case  of  money  subscriptions  for  charitable  purposes,  which 
embrace  donations  for  religious  or  literary  institutions^  it 
has  been  held  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  a  personal 
pecuniary  benefit  to  be  derived  by  the  subscription."  The 
same  doctrine  is  held  in  6  Pickering,  427,  and  by  the  court 
of  appeals,  2  Kerhan,  p.  24. 

In  2  Denio,  page  417,  the  court  held,  "The  mutual  prom- 
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ises  of  the  several  subscribers  constitute  the  consideration;'' 
and  2  Denio^  45,  is  cited  to  show  that  **  The  church  to  be 
created  was  a  valid  consideration,  and  the  subscription  bind- 
ing," as  in  2  Hill,  153 ;  14  Mass.  JR.,  172. 

So  far  as  Brown  was  concerned,  he  acted  under  the  arti- 
cles of  incorporation  from  their  date  of  execution,  viz.,  Sep- 
tember 11th,  1849,  and  frequently  waived  all  reservations 
in  the  papers,  and  proceedings  affirmed,  and  was  pleased 
with  all  they  did,  and  always  intended  to  pay  his  subscrip- 
tions. 

This  subscription  was  for  a  religious  society.  It  belongs 
to  the  church  corporation ;  and  the  corporation  is  the  legal 
owner  and  holder  thereof,  being  the  real  party  in  interest. 
Therefore,  this  suit  was  correctly  brought  in  the  corporate 
name  of  the  church.  (Code  §  111 ;  9  Barhour,  at  p*  206 ;  2 
Denio,  417 ;  3  Pickering,  325.) 

Y.  As  to  the  consideration  of  the  $100  subscription  for 
the  minister,  they  had  preaching  in  1849,  in  the  school- 
house,  and  for  six  months  previous  to  the  4th  day  of  May, 
1849,  the  gospel  had  been  preached  for  about  six  months, 
with  steadily  increasing  attendance  and  interest. 

Bev.  J.  A.  M.  Latourette  was  a  brother-in-law  of  Mr.  Brown. 
Another  minister  was  called  on  the  9th  September,  1851. 

On  the  10th  of  September,  1851,  they  called  on  Brown, 
and  showed  him  the  Exhibit  *'No.  6."  He  was  then  satisfied, 
and  promised  to  pay  his  subscription ;  which  would,  as  Jes- 
Bup  swears,  have  paid  up  all,  and  left  a  surplus  in  the 
treasury. 

On  the  10th  day  of  September,  1851,  they  got  $1,000 
from  the  Collegiate  Church;  and  that  was  the  time  they 
called  upon  Brown,  as  by  Exhibit  "No.  6."  They  received 
$358.44  more,  and  Brown's  $500  would  have  paid  up  all  and 
left  a  surplus. 

The  preaching  of  the  gospel  is  a  sufficient  consideration 
to  sustain  the  subscription  of  the  sum  of  $100.00  yearly, 
for  the  rapport  of  the  minister.     (7  Johnson,  112;  20  id., 
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12.)  And  Brown's  signatnre  to  the  original  papers  author- 
ized, by  statute,  the  giving  of  them  in  evidence.  (Lctuv 
18S3,  ch.  271,  §  9;  20  Johnsm,  12 f  7  id.,  112.) 

No  objection  or  exception  taken  to  the  testimony  of 
either  of  the  witnesses,  or  to  the  introduction  of  any  of  the 
Exhibits. 

YI.  The  referee  found,  as  a  matter  of  fact  and  law,  that 
there  was  due  to  the  plaintiffs,  ftc,  by  the  defendant,  Ac, 
the  sum  of  $959.33,  and  costs,  and  that  the  church  was 
free  from  debt,  within  the  meaning  of  the  article  of  April 
9,  1849,  Ac,  and  found  all  the  facts  as  proven  by  the 
plaintiff. 

This  is  a  finding  of  the  referee  upon  a  question  of  fact, 
where  the  facts  were  undisputed ;  and  the  finding  of  the 
referee  is  in  all  respects  in  strict  accordance  with  the  ad- 
missions, proofs,  exhibits,  and  for  the  amount  proven  to  be 
due.  It  is,  in  all  respects,  the  same  as  the  finding  of  a 
jujy  ^  and  there  is  no  reason  to  disturb  it.  It  comes  within 
the  rule  laid  down  by  the  court  of  appeals,  in  Davis  agt. 
Mien,  (3  Corns.,  168,  and  the  cases  there  cited;  see  also,  23 
Barb.,  661.) 

The  costs  in  this  case  were  given  by  authority  of  the 
court,  under  the  Code,  (§  317 ;)  see  order  of  the  special 
term,  September  I7th,  1857,  in  this  cause.  Such  an  order 
should  have  been  appealed  from,  as  an  order  of  a  special 
term,,and  cannot  be  reviewed  or  reversed  on  this  appeal. 
{See  Code,  ^350.) 

There  was  no  departure,  by  the  ofScers  of  the  church,  in 
the  building  thereof,  as  in  any  way  or  manner  released 
Brown  from  either  of  his  subscriptions ;  and  his  subsequent 
waiver  of  any  such  change  or  alterations  of  their  agree- 
ment, UOT  to  have  a  debt  upon  them,  and  his  express  direc- 
tions to  them  to  "  go  on,  and  complete  the  church,"  brings 
this  case  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  Troy  tf  Rutland  R. 
jR.  Co.  agt.  Kerr,  and  in  the  case  Fort  Edward  flr  Fort  Miller 
Railroad  agt.  Paine,  (17  Barb.  S.  C.  R.,  pp.  667  and  607, 


8Q  NEW  YORK  PRACTICB  REPORTS. 

Befonned  Pxoteftant  Datoh  ChaidL  of  Weitfleld  agt.  Brown. 

and  the  great  number  of  cases  therein  cited  in  each  case;  see 
also,  23  Barb.,  436.) 

The  plaintiff  was  duly  organized  and  incorporated,  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  this  state,  by  virtue  of  the  act  enti- 
tled "  An  Act  for  the  Incorporation  of  Religious  Societies," 
passed  April  5,  1813,  sess.  36,  ch.  60,  3d  vol.  R.  S.,  2d  ed., 
206,  §  2,  as  to  Dutch  churches.  The  certificate  was  pro- 
perly acknowledged  and  recorded.  {Methodist  Union  Epis. 
Church  agt.  Picket,  23  Barb,,  436 ;  Jfew  Clerics  Assistant, 
p.  99,  as  to  the  form  of  the  certificate;  11  Wend.,  604.) 

By  the  court,  Lott,  J.  The  decision  of  the  referee  hav- 
ing been  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court,  is  conclusive  on 
the  question  of  fact  in  this  case.  {Code,  §  272  ;  Borst  agt. 
Spellman,  4  Corns.,  284-289 ;  Dunham  agt.  WatJdns,  2  Kern., 
556-560 ;  Griffin  agt.  Marquardt,  17  JV.  Y.  R.,  28 ;  Hoyt  agt. 
Thompson's  exV,  19  id.,  207-211 ;  Miller  agt.  Schuyler,  20 
id.,  622,  4rc. ;  Carman  agt.  Pultz,  21  id.,  647.)  We  must 
therefore  assume  the  facts  found  by  the  referee  to  be  cor- 
rectly found ;  and  as  no  exceptions  appear  to  have  been 
taken  to  any  decision  relative  to  the  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence, or  otherwise,  during  the  process  of  the  trial,  the 
only  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  those  facts  jus- 
tified the  coifclusion  of  law  to  which  the  referee  arrived. 

It  appears  by  his  finding,  that  a  religious  society  was 
formed  on  the  26th  day  of  February,  1849 ;  that  it  was 
subsequently  incorporated  as  a  church  in  due  form  by  the 
name  of  The  Reformed  Protestant  Dutch  Church  of  West- 
field,  Staten  Island,  and  that  the  said  corporation  is  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action ;  that  David  Brown,  the  testator  of 
the  defendant,  on  the  day  of  the  formation  of  the  society, 
promised  and  agreed,  by  subscriptions  made  by^im,  to 
give  and  pay  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  towards  the 
erection  and  building  of  a  church,  and  the  further  sum  of 
one  hundred  dollars  a  year  for  the  support  and  maintenance 
of  a  minister  of  the  gospel  for  said  church,  and  that  he 
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afterwards,  and  after  the  church  bnildiDg  had  been  nearly 
completed,  again  promised  and  agreed  to  give  and  pay  the 
said  sums  for  the  objects  specified,  and  expressly  waived 
the  operation  and  force  of  a  clause  in  an  article  of  agree- 
ment, on  a  statement  made  and  signed  on  the  9th  day  of 
April,  1849,  in  relation  to  the  indebtedness  of  the  church, 
(the  nature  of  which  does  not,  however,  appear;)  that 
Brown  has  departed  this  life^  leaving  sufficient  assets  to 
pay  all  debts  owing  by  him,  and  that  on  or  about  the  3d 
day  of  February,  1853,  letters  testamentary  on  his  estate 
were  granted  to  the  defendant ;  that  she  has  assumed  the 
duties  of  executrix ;  that  the  plaintiffs'  demand,  as  set  forth 
in  the  complaint,  has  been  repeatedly  presented  to  her  for 
payment  previous  to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and 
that  she  has  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the  same. 

These  are  all  the  facts  I  deem  pertinent  or  material  to 
the  question  to  be  considered  by  this  court.  Whether  the 
plaintiffs  were  incorporated  on  the  11th  day  of  September, 
1849,  as  found  and  decided  by  the  referee,  or  on  the  31st 
day  of  June,  1851,  when  the  certificate  of  incorporation 
was  acknowledged  and  recorded,  as  claimed  by  the  counsel 
of  the  defendant,  is  wholly  immaterial.  They  were  in  fact 
incorporated  long  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit. 

The  facts  above  stated  do  not  show,  nor  is  it  expressly 
found  by  the  referee,  to  or  with  whom  the  promise  or  agree- 
ment of  Brown  was  made ;  but  it  does  appear  that  it  was 
made  at  the  time  of  the  formation  of  the  society,  and  that 
it  was  made  by  subscription.  It  will,  therefore,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  express  statement  or  finding,  be  presumed  on 
appeal,  that  it  was  a  legal  subscription  in  and  by  which 
he,  in  some  way,  legally  obligated  himself  to  pay  the  sums 
subscribed  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  society,  and  in  car- 
rying out  the  objects  contemplated.  This  presumption  is 
fully  warranted  by  the  rule  laid  down  by  this  court  in  Car- 
man agt.  Pultz^  {supra,)  "  that  error  on  the  part  of  the  court 
below  will  not  be  presumed,  but  must  be  made  clearly  to 
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appear.  Hence  it  ia  iBcmnbent  upon  the  appellant  to  take 
care  so  to  present  the  facte  upon  which  the  case  depends, 
as  to  show  affirniativelj  that  an  error  has  been  committed. 
This  court  will  presume  nothing  in  favor  of  the  party  alleg- 
ing the  error,  but  if  compelled,  through  the  imperfection  of 
the  statement  of  facts,  to  resort  to  presumptions  at  all,  will 
adopt  such  only  as  will  sustain  the  judgment ;"  and  "  where, 
aa  in  this  case,  there  is  an  evident  omission  of  important  facts 
in  the  statement  or  report,  we  must  presume  these  facts  to 
have  been  such  as  would  warrant  the  judgment  rendered.^ 

I  will  only  add,  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  pro- 
mise ox  agreement  should  bo  to  or  with  the  plaintiiBTs  in 
their  corporate  capacity.  The  general  statute  regulating 
the  incorporation  of  religious  societies,  (3  R.  5.,  p.  282,) 
expressly  provides  by  section  4,  that  the  trustees  of  every 
church,  after  it  is  incorporated,  are  authorized  and  empow- 
ered to  take  possession  of  all  the  temporalities  belonging 
to  the  church,  whether  given,  granted  or  devised  directly 
to  the  church,  or  to  any  other  person  for  its  use,  and  also 
in  its  corporate  name  to  sue  and  recover,  hold  and  enjoy 
all  the  debts,  demands,  rights  and  privileges  belonging 
thereto,  in  whatsoever  manner  the  same  may  be  held,  as 
fully  and  as  amply  as  if  the  right  or  title  thereto  had  ori- 
ginally been  vested  in  the  said  trustees. 

The  plaintiffs,  therefore,  on  becoming  incorporated,  be- 
came vested  with  the  right  to  demand  from  Brown  the 
amount  of  his  subscription.  (See,  a/50, 2  J9t//,  153;  7  Bark, 
167,  and  14  Jtfa^^.  Aep.,  172,  cited  by  the  supreme  court) 

There  is  nothing  in  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  referee's 
decision,  which  requires  or  demands  the  interposition  of 
any  technical  rule  of  law  to  defeat  the  benevolent  or  reli- 
gious intentions  of  the  testator  in  forwarding  the  good  work 
and  enterprise  to  which  he  became  a  liberal  subscriber. 

Those  facts,  on  the  contrary,  imposed  a  legal  duty,  and 
the  referee  has  properly  decided,  and  his  decision  and  the 
judgment  thereon  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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Th«  Reformed  Protestaht  Dutch  Church  of  Westfield, 
Staten  Island  agt.  Susan  I>.  Brown,  executrix  of  David 
Brown,  deceased. 


Ho  term  f$$9  ($10)  cm  bo  allowod  im  ft  wm  in  tiie  ooort  oi  sppails^  h^f(ur$  tU 
return  i$  JiUd. 

The  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  in  this  cause  waa 
takes,  the  undertaking  and  justification,  &c.  filed  in  the 
month  of  Jane,  1859,  and  the  respondent's  attorney  noticed 
the  same  regularly,  in  good  faith,  seven  terms  consecutively^ 
until  it  was  argued.  The  respondent's  attorney  supposed, 
from  a  letter  received  from  the  clerk,  that  the  return  waa 
duly  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  appeals,  on  the 
13th  September,  1859,  until  April,  1860,  when  ho  received 
another  letter  from  the  clerk,  stating  that  he  had  given  the 
respondent's  attorney  wrong  information  respecting  the 
filing  of  the  return  in  this  cause ;  that  it  was  another  sim- 
ilar cause  which  he  referred  to  in  his  first  letter ;  that  the 
return  in  this  cause  was  not  then  filed.  Whereupon,  in 
April,  1860,  the  respondent's  attorney  served  a  notice  on 
the  attorneys  of  the  appellant  to  file  the  return  within  tea 
days,  &c. ;  which  notice  was  complied  with.  After  the 
decision  of  the  cause  in  the  court  of  appeals,  in  April,  1861, 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court,  and  after  the 
filing  the  remittitur,  the  respondent's  attorney  served  the 
adverse  attorneys  with  a  bill  of  costs  in  the  court  of  ap- 
peals, in  which  he  charged  $50,  five  term  fees,  three  of 
which  terms  were  notices  of  argument  before  the  return  was 
filed.  The  sum  of  $30,  for  these  three  terms,  was  stricken 
from  the  bill  on  taxation,  and  the  respondent  appealed. 

John  Pitch,  for  plaintiff  and  respondent 

I.  The  appeal  in  this  cause  was  taken,  and  the  bond  filed, 
juatified,  &0m  &c.,  in  the  month  of  June,  A.  D.  1859 — in 
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the  same  month  that  the  notice  of  the  jadgment,  &o.  of  the 
supreme  court  ^as  given. 

1.  By  rules  2  and  7  of  the  court  of  appeals,  the  appeal 
is  perfected  when  the  appeal  and  undertaking  are  both 
properly  filed,  Ac.  Ac,  as  the  facts  may  happen.  The  ap- 
peal absolute.  The  undertaking  on  stay  of  proceedings  in 
certain  cases — all  of  which  had  been  done  in  this  case. 
{Rules  2  find  7,  court  of  appeals;  Thompson  agt.  Blanchard^ 
4  How.,  210.) 

2.  By  the  2d  rule  of  this  court,  the  return  must  be  filed 
within  twenty  days  after  the  appeal  is  perfected.  And  the 
court  of  appeals,  in  case  of  Spoor e  agt.  Fannan,  (2  SmitKs 
16  JV*.  y.  R.,  620,)  say  :  "  The  appellant  must  see  to  it,  at  his 
peril,  that  the  return  is  actually  filed  in  time." 

3.  The  cause  is  necessarily  on  the  calendar,  so  far  as  the 
respondent  is  concerned,  when  the  appeal  is  perfected.  The 
appellant  must,  at  his  own  peril,  attend  to  his  own  case. 
The  respondent  is  not  required  to  put  it  on  the  calendar. 
The  cause  was  at  issue.  (16  SmiWs  Jf.  Y.  jR.,  620 ;  9  How. 
Pr.  jR.,  333.) 

4.  It  is  and  has  been  the  uniform  practice  to  allow  the 
term  fees  from  the  time  the  causes  at  circuit  are  at  issue 
and  noticed.  The  cause  on  general  term  calendar  and 
court  of  appeals,  from  time  of  perfecting  the  appeal.  It  is 
the  appellant's  duty  to  see  that  the  appeal  is  ready  to  be 
argued  as  soon  as  it  is  at  issue.  Term  fees  begin  when 
cause  at  issue.     (9  How.  Pr.  R.,  333, ;  2  Mb.,  265.) 

6.  A  cause  is  on  the  calendar  necessarily,  when  it  is 
ready  for  trial.  {Code,  §  307,  sub.  8  ;  9  How.  Pr.  R.,  332.) 

6.  The  $15  and  the  $10  are  both  allowed,  as  it  is  on  the 
final  judgment  in  the  court  of  appeals,  before  notice  of  ar- 
gument, the  same  as  before  notice  of  trial.  {PMppsand 
others  agt.  Van  Cott,  15  How.  Pr.  R.,  110,  general  term.) 
Notice  of  argument  is  the  same  as  notice  of  trial.  (15  How. 
Pr.  R.,  122.) 

7.  Respondent's  attorney  put  the  cause  on  the  calendar, 
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80  far  as  he  could,  by  filing  the  notice  of  argument,  with 
proof  of  service,  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  appeals ;  and 
the  clerk  thought  that  the  cause  "  Church  agt.  Brown"  was 
this  cause. 

8.  The  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Barnard  is  irregular.  No 
appeal  from  the  taxation  was  ever  made  to  the  special  term 
from  the  adjustment  of  the  clerk. 

J,  S.  L.  Cummins,  for  defendant  and  appellant. 

Barnard,  Justice.  The  Code  makes  no  proyision  for 
taxiug  as  costs  in  court  of  appeals,  any  other  sums  than 
$25,  before  argument ;  $50  for  argument,  and  $10  term  fees. 
The  first  two  items  in  the  bill  were  properly  disallowed. 

An  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  is  not  properly  or 
necessarily  on  the  calendar  till  the  return  is  filed.  Until 
that  is  done,  the  court  would  not  hear  the  case,  and  it 
could  not  be  reached  on  the  calendar  till  after  the  return 
is  filed,  because  by  rule  8  the  date  of  filing  of  the  return  is 
the  date  of  the  issue.  Rule  2  provides  a  remedy  in  case 
the  appellent  does  not  file  his  return,  which  is  by  motion 
to  dismiss.  This  motion  was  not  on  the  calendar.  Unless 
a  cause  is  in  a  situation  to  be  heard  when  reached,  it  is 
neither  necessarily  nor  properly  on  the  calendar.  Under 
the  rule,  a  cause  cannot  be  placed  ^n  the  calendar  until 
the  return  is  filed. 

For  all  the  terms  at  which  this  cause  was  noticed  prior 
to  the  filing  of  the  return,  no  term  fees  can  be  allowed. 

The  bill  as  taxed  must  be  reduced  $30,  charged  for  term 
fees  prior  to  filing  the  return ;  also  |4  for  error,  in  addi- 
tion by  taxing  officer,  of  $10  and  $15.  The  items  of  $1 
and  $1.38  should  also  be  deducted  in  case  the  costs  be  paid 
without  entry  of  judgment. 

Affirmed  at  general  term,  October,  1862,  Ingraham,  Leon- 
ard and  Barnard,  Justices. 
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Sophia  Josephine  Anable,  an  infant,  by  Hiram  W.  Dixon, 
her  guardian  agt.  John  C.  Anable. 

In  an  motion  for  divorce  for  aduUery  by  an  infant  plaintiiT,  the  eomplaint  ia  pro- 
perly verified  by  her  giuirdian,  Bnt  the  defendant  may  put  in  hia  answer  with- 
out verification.  Under  the  statute,  he  can  not  be  compelled  to  be  a  witneas  in 
any  case  where  he  would  be  exposed  to  a  fcnaUy  or  forfeiture, 

Albany  Special  Term^  J^Tovernber,  1861. 

This  is  an  action  by  the  complainant  for  a  divorce  from 
her  husband  on  the  ground  of  adultery  of  defendant,  and 
plaintiff  moves  for  a  reference  on  the  ground  that  defend- 
ant has  made  default.  The  complaint  is  on  oath,  and  de- 
fendant has  put  in  an  answer  without  oath,  claiming  the 
right  to  do  sou  Plaintiff  returned  the  answer  because  it 
was  not  verified.  The  complaint  was  sworn  to  by  the 
guardian,  and  not  by  the  infant. 

C.  P.  CoLLiEK,  far  motion. 
John  Gaul,  Jr.,  opposed. 

Peckham,  Justice.  'The  first  objection  to  this  motion, 
that  the  complaint  is  not  properly  verified,  being  by  the 
guardian  instead  of  the  infant,  is  not  well  founded.  For 
this  purpose,  the  guardian  may  be  regarded  as  the  plaintiff 
or  a  plaintiff.  He  is  so  as  to  the  general  proceedings  in 
the  cause.  {Hill  agt.  Thacterj  3  Hoto.,  407 ;  Van  SantvoorcPs 
Pr.,  314: ;  V.  S.  Sq.  Pr.,  Ill ;  Whittaker's  Pr,,  voL  1,  p. 
333.)  He  verifies  it  in  such  case  as  a  party,  not  as  agent 
or  attorney  of  the  party. 

It  is  next  objected  that  the  defendant  is  not  compelled 
to  be  a  witness,  and  cannot  be  compelled,  therefore,  to 
verify  his  answer.     That  he  is  privileged  from  testifying  as 
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a  witness.  I  think  this  objection  is  well  taken.  It  is 
proYided  by  statnte,  that  a  witness  shall  not  be  required 
to  "  give  any  answer  which  will  have  a  tendency  to  accuse 
him  of  any  crime  or  misdemeanor,  or  to  expose  him  to  any 
penalty  or  forfeiture."  (2  «.  5.,  405,  §  90  [§  71.])  This  is 
substantially  the  common  law.  {People  agt.  Mather^  4 
Wend.^  230  ;  Sweet  agt.  Sweety  15  How.,  169,  and  cases  there 
dted.)  The  loss  of  an  estate  in  lands  is  a  penalty  or  for^ 
feiture  within  the  meaning  of  this  prohibition.  By  the  act 
of  1860,  if  a  wife  die  intestate,  the  husband  will  have  the 
right  to  hold  and  enjoy  all  real  estate  left  by  his  wife,  till 
the  youngest  child  becomes  of  age,  and  a  life  estate  in  one- 
third  thereof  thereafter ;  a  life  estate  in  one-third  in  any 
event,  whether  she  die  intestate  or  with  or  without  chil- 
dren. {Laws  1860,  p.  169,  §§  10,  11.)  If  his  testimony , 
"  will  have  a  Pudency  to  expose  him  to  a  forfeiture"  of 
this  right,  then  he  cannot  be  required  to  be  a  witness  or  to 
verify  his  answer.  It  is  said,  and  perhaps  correctly,  that 
the  statute  which  bars  a  wife's  dower  for  adultery,  does 
not  apply  to  the  husband,  (3  R.  S.,  5th  ed.,  237,  §  61,)  and  at 
common  law  adultery  does  not  work  a  forfeiture.  {Reynolds 
agt.  Reynolds,  24  Wend.,  193.)  But  the  Revised  Statutes  ex- 
pressly provide  that  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage 
contract,  at  the  instance  of  the  wife  for  the  husband's  adul- 
tery, all  her  real  estate,  goods  or  things  in  action,  however 
obtained,  '*  shall  be  her  sole  and  absolute  property."  (2 
R.  S.,  &th  ed.,  237,  §59  [§46.])  This  provision  is  entirely 
equal  to  the  provision  as  to  the  forfeiture  by  the  wife.  It 
is  left  untouched  and  unrepealed  by  the  new  provisions  for 
the  husband  by  the  act  of  1860.  It  is  insisted  that  a  hus- 
band is  compelled  to  testify,  though  his  testimony  will 
degrade  him  if  it  be  material  to  the  issue.  This  is  true, 
probably,  but  has  no  application  to  testimony  that  may 
expose  to  a  forfeiture.  It  is  also  insisted  that  the  act  of 
1860  makes  husband  and  wife  competent  as  witnesses  in 
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cases  of  this  character.  Different  courts  have  so  held,  and 
I  think  correctly.  But  they  are  competent  witnesses  against 
the  other  party,  or  in  their  own  behalf,  but  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  testify,  for  the  reason  before  given.  It  is  also 
said  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  wife  has  any  property 
which  the  hasband  can  forfeit.  It  is  probably  unnecessary 
that  it  should  affirmatively  appear  she  may  or  may  not  have 
property.  Certainly  she  may  earn  or  inherit  it.  It  is 
enough  that  his  testimony  will  have  a  tendency  to  '*  expose 
him  to  a  forfeiture."  The  act  of  1854  provides  that  "  the 
verification  of  any  pleading  may  be  omitted  where  the 
party  called  upon  to  verify  would  be  privileged  from  testi* 
fying  as  a  witness  to  the  truth  of  any  matter  denied  by 
such  pleading."     {Laws  of  1854,  p.  153.) 

If  I  am  right,  the  defendant  is  privileged  in  this  case 
from  testifying.  It  follows  that  the  answer  was  regular 
without  a  verification.  The  question  being  new  under  the 
present  law,  the  motion  is  denied  without  costs. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 

Richard  C.  Beamish,  receiver,  &c.  agt.  Wm.  S.  Conant  and 

others. 

In  an  Mtion  to  let  ulda  ui  asBig^ment  for  the  beMfit  of  onditon,  for  ftaiid,  kMy 
that  there  ivm  not  sniBoient  evidenoe  of  fraud  to  warrant  an  injunction  and  re- 
oeiTer^  anting  from  the  faot,  1st.  That  the  assignor  had  continued  in  posseaiion 
of  the  assigned  property,  and  was  employed  by  the  assignee  to  sell  the  stock  and 
assist  in  making  oollections  at  the  store  where  the  basineis  was  formerly  oanied 
on,  and  the  amounts  as  collected  were  paid  over  to  the  assignee. 

2d.  That  after  about  six  months  under  snob  arrangement,  the  whole  remaining  stock 
was  sold  at  25  per  cent,  on  the  cost  price  to  a  brother-in-law  of  the  a«ignor,  who 
had  paid  a  Urge  portion  of  the  purchase  money,  and  was  responsible  for  the  bal- 
ance.   It  also  appearing  that  the  sale  was  made  for  the  full  yalue  of  the  goods. 

Jfeflff  York  General  Term,  JVovember,  1862. 


NEW  TaRK  PBAOnCS  RKPOBTS.  gg 

BMUiih  agt.  Conaat. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  granting  an  injunction 
and  appointing  a  receiver  of  certain  property  daring  the 
pendency  of  the  action.  The  facts  are  sufficiently  stated 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Ika  D.  War&en,  fw  respondent 
•  H«  K.  Hunter,  for  appellant 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  Justice.  No  complaint  is  made 
for  constructive  or  legal  fraud  in  respect  to  any  matter 
arising  from  the  face  of  the  assignment.  The  fraud  relied 
on  to  sustain  the  injunction  and  the  order  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver,  arises  from  the  acts  of  the  defendants 
in  relation  to  the  assigned  estate.     These  are  : 

1st.  That  there  has  been  no  change  of  possession  in  res- 
pect to  the  stock  assigned,  but  the  assignor,  Conant,  has 
had  the  control  and  management  of  it  in  the  same  manner 
as  before  the  assignment. 

2d.  That  the  stock,  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  was 
worth  $17,000,  and  after  selling  $3,000  to  general  cus- 
tomers, the  residue  was  fraudulently  sold  for  20  per  cent, 
of  its  value  to  Whitmore,  a  brother-in-law  of  the  debtor, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  debtor,  and  to  enable  him  to  continue 
the  business ;  and  the  debtor  still  carries  on  the  original 
business. 

3d.  That  the  debtor  has  fraudulently  mortgaged  and 
conveyed  his  real  estate. 

The  first  and  second  grounds  are  principally  relied  on  by 
the  plaintiff.  The  defendants  explain  the  charges  in  rela- 
tion to  the  alleged  want  of  change  in  the  possession,  as  I 
think,  satisfactorily.  Conant  was  employed  by  the  assignee 
to  sell  the  stock,  and  assist  in  making  collections  at  the 
store  where  the  business  was  formerly  carried  on.  He  con- 
tinued in  the  employment  of  the  assignee,  in  this  manner, 
about  six  months,  when  a  sale  of  the  whole  remaining  stock 
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was  made  to  the  defendant  Whitmore,  at  25  per  cent,  on 
the  cost  price,  amoanting  to  about  $3,600.  The  purchaser 
has  paid  $2,700  on  account  of  the  transaction,  to  the  as- 
signee, and  is  a  man  of  means  sufficiently  large  to  answer 
the  full  payment  of  the  portion  still  remaining  on  credit. 
The  price  is  shown,  on  an  examination  made  by  merchants 
acquainted  with  goods  of  the  description  sold,  to  be.  the 
full  value.  The  sale  to  Whitmore  appears  to  be  an  honest 
transaction,  for  a  full  price  paid  or  sufficiently  secured  to 
the  assignee.  We  have  no  further  concern  with  the  subse- 
quent possession  of  the  stock. 

I  advise  the  reversal  of  the  order  appealed  from,  as  the 
defendant  Dougherty  appears  to  be  responsible  for  any 
judgment  the  plaintiff  may  obtain  against  him. 

Imghaham  and  Peckham,  J.  J.,  concurred. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

Martha  Ernst,  execntrix,  &o.  agt.  Ths  HtiDSoir  Biybr 
Railroad  Company. 

A  dtf^ndani  may  more  for  •  iMMi-fui^  wlien  the  plftintUFTeBto;  «r  beiiuiy  fite  taa- 
iimonj  ftnd  rert,  a&d  then  mov^  for  » non-anit.  TIm  r«f anl  of  Ae  jv^flo  to  gatot 
Buoh  motion  ia  equally^  in  eithar  eue,  «  good  ground  of  exctftion. 

After  the  teatimony  hu  been  giyen  by  the  defendant^  and  both  parties  liaye  re»t9d, 
and  the  defendant  movea  open  the  whole  oYidenoe  for  a  fuw-avit,  It  ia  iiba  right 
and  dtOy  of  the  oironit  jndge  to  direot  a  no^-anit  ait  that  atage  of  the  eaiMe>  if  the 
plaintift  ia  not  entitled  to  reooTor^  and  a  rerdiot  in  hia  faror  oonid  not  be  am- 
taaned. 

When  there  ia  a  diipiUsd  quettU>%  offact^tm,  whether  the  eagine  bell  of  a  latl- 
road  train  was  rang  at  the  proper  time  before  eroaaing  a  pnblio  highway,  and  eri- 
denee  npon  both  sides  ia  given,  whioh  ia  oontradiotory— it  ia  eapeoially  and  appro- 
)priately  a  qneation  for  the  jury  io  detennlne  the  meaaa  of  knowledge  and  credi- 
bility of  the  aeveial  witneaaei^  and  whaxe  the  weight  of  evidenoe  reata  upon  thia 
iasne. 

In  an  aetion  for  damages  for  Injmriea  to  the  person,  eanaed  by  negli/tM«6,  Ithe  plain- 
tiir  mnat  preaent  a  oaae  of  wimixed  negligenoe  ;~a  oaae  nfieve  the  injvry  ia  the 
resnlt  exclu^Uftly  of  ^^  <2a/anitoA^'t  »agMgei»«a;-'where  no  negligence  or  faolt 
of  his  own  eontribnted  in  any  degree  to  producing  anoh  injory. 

In  no  ease  ia  it  the  dnty  of  the  oironit  judge  to  submit  a  ease  to  the  jury,  vnleas  the 
evidenoe  ia  ao  deabtf nl  or  eonflioting  that  a  Tordiot  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant 
oonld  be  austained,  and  onght  not  to  be  disturbed,  npon  the  prinoiplea  governing 
the  revUwy  by  the  eourte,  of  the  verdicte  qf  juries. 

The  doetrine  that  the  courts  ahould  not  lum-tut^,  or  aet  aside  rerdleta,  aa  wltlhoat 
or  againat  evidenoe,  in  caaea  of  negligence,  beeauae  an^  verdiota,  from  thevatnie 
of  the  case,  and  the  character  of  the  facts  and  ciroumatanoea  to  be  investigated, 
and  going  to  eafeabUA  negligenoe,  are  based  so  mnoh  npon  mere  opinion,  tiiat 
they  cannot  possibly  be  reoiewedy  wholly  misconeeivea  the  theoiy  npon  whidi 
juatice  ia  adminiatered  in  this  country. 

It  is  not  the  jury,  but  the  eourte  whioh  administer  juatice.  The  dnty  and  reapond- 
bility  of  aeeiog  that  equal  and  impartial  j«tioe  ia  meted  out  to  all  men,  devolvea, 
under  the  oonatitution,  by  the  common  law,  npon  the  judgee  tf  the  eourte. 
Juries  are  mere  aeeietante  of  the  courts,  whose  province  it  ia  to  aid  them  in  the 
deciaion  of  diapnted  questions  of  fact.  If  there  ia  no  real  dispute  in  a  case,  the 
court  givea  judgment. 

In  the  judgment  and  opinion  of  a  majority  of  mem,  common  prudence  forJHde  the 
attempt  by  any  person  to  cross  the  track  of  a  railroad  in  constant  use,  without 
first  taking  the  ]>reeaution  to  look  both  waye  npon  the  track,  and  see  and^ascer- 
tain  that  a  train  ia  not  approaching  in  either  direction;  and  the  omission  to  do  ao 
ia,  per  ee,  gross  negligence,  in  view  of  the  danger  to  be  avoided,  and  the  fatal 
•onaeqneneea  involved  in  any  aoddent  resulting  from  inch  omiasion. 
Vol.  XXIV.  7 
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As  apon  the  whole  iasne  in  this  ease,  it  was  impossible  for  the  jury  to  find  that  the 
plaintiif  had  made  oat  a  olear,  af&nnatiye  case  of  negligenoe  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  iinmixed  with  any  degree  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  deceased^ 
contributing  to  the  iignry  sustained,  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  circuit  judge  to 
haye  submitted  the  case  to  the  jury,  and  the  motion  for  a  non'tuU  was  ^o- 
p^rly  graiUed.  (Revtraing  the  decision  at  general  term  eupreme  court,  19 
Bow.  Pr.  R.,  206.) 

September  Term,  1862. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  of  the  de- 
fendants, for  causing  the  death  of  Henry  Ernst,  deceased. 
The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Rensselaer  circuit  in  May,  1859, 
before  Mr.  Justice  Gould  and  a  jury.  The  judge  declined 
to  submit  any  question  of  fact  to  the  jury,  and  directed  a 
non-suit,  and  ordered  the  plaintiff's  exceptions  to  be  heard 
in  the  first  instance  at  the  general  term.  The  following 
are  the  controlling  facts  as  stated  by  the  general  term : 

For  half  a  century  there  has  been  a  public  highway  lead- 
ing from  Sandlake  to  the  city  of  Albany,  passing  through 
the  village  of  Bath  and  over  the  Hudson  river,  by  what  is 
known  as  the  Bath  ferry. 

The  defendants,  as  is  admitted  by  the  pleadings,  operate 
the  Troy  &  Greenbush  railroad,  which  is  located  on  the 
east  bank  of  the  Hudson  river,  and  crosses  this  public  high- 
way at  Bath.  The  railroad  crosses  the  highway  upon  the 
same  level. 

This  company  have  a  station-house  at  Bath,  located  east 
of  the  railroad  track,  and  just  north  of  the  highway  leading 
to  the  ferry,  and  ordinarily  have  a  flagman  stationed  at  the 
crossing. 

When  the  accident  happened,  the  deceased  resided  in 
the  eastern  part  of  the  county  of  Rensselaer,  some  fourteen 
or  fifteen  miles  from  Bath.  His  family  co^sisted  of  a  wife 
(the  plaintiff)  and  six  daughters. 

On  the  29th  day  of  December,  1855,  the  deceased,  having 
a  pair  of  horses  attached  to  a  sleigh,  was  passing  upon  this 
highway,  bound  for  the  city  of  Albany.  On  arriving  at 
Bath,  he  stopped  at  a  tavern  about  158  feet  east  of  the  rail- 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.         99 

Ernst  agt.  HacUon  River  Railroad  Company. 

road  track.  As  the  ferry-boat  was  ready  to  start,  and  was 
only  waiting  for  him,  the  deceased  unhitched  his  team, 
seated  himself  npon  the  sleigh-bottom,  facing  the  west,  and 
drove  at  a  quick  pace  directly  towards  the  boat.  Just 
as  he  approached  the  railroad  crossing,  he  came  in  colli- 
sion with  the  defendants'  train  of  cars  moving  south,  re- 
ceiving an  injury  that  caused  his  death. 

The  plaintiff^s  testator  was  a  teamster,  and  for  more 
than  twenty-five  years  used  the  road  to  Albany,  crossing  at 
the  Bath  ferry,  and  very  frequently  crossed  there.  On  the 
morning  of  the  accident,  he  went  to  Bath  by  the  Sandlake 
road,  from  which  the  cars  were  visible,  if  looked  for,  as  far 
as  the  Nail  factory,  some  miles  distant,  and  might  be  seen 
nearly  all  the  way  from  there  to  Bath  crossing.  He  stopped 
at  Dearstyne's  tavern  till  the  ferry-boat  was  ready  to  start ; 
he  then  came  out  hurriedly,  and  drove  towards  the  ferry- 
boat at  a  rapid  rate  of  speed.  He  had  a  two-horse  team 
and  an  empty  sleigh.  It  was  cold  weather,  and  he  had  a 
shawl  about  his  face.  He  had  no  bells  on  his  horses.  In 
going  from  the  tavern  to  the  boat,  the  road  is  nearly  level, 
or  a  little  ascending  for  158  feet,  when  it  is  crossed  by  the 
railroad  track.  For  the  whole  of  this  distance,  except  in 
passing  the  station-house,  a  building  twelve  or  thirteen 
feet  wide,  there  is  no  obstacle  to  seeing  a  train  approach- 
ing from  the  north.  The  approach  of  a  train  can  be  heard 
without  bell  or  whistle,  from  one  to  two  miles.  The  noise 
of  that  train  had  been  heard  hy  one  Ostrander,  some  time 
before  deceased  left  the  tavern.  When  deceased  was  at 
the  middle  of  Mineral  street,  125  feet  from  the  track, 
Ostrander,  whom  he  had  nearly  run  into,  heard  the  noise 
of  the  coming  cars,  looked  round,  and  saw  them  coming. 

The  cars  were  moving  at  the  rate  of  from  thirty  to  forty 
miles  an  hour.  Although  in  a  situation  to  hear,  no  witness 
who  was  examined  heard  the  bell  or  whistle  before  the  col- 
lision.    This  omission  on  the  part  of  the  eneineer  in  charsre 
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of  the  train,  attracted  the  attention  of  the  ferryman  at  the 
time  of  the  collision. 

Miller,  the  regular  flagman,  was  absent,  and  no  flagman 
or  other  person  was  present  to  warn  travelers  of  the  ap- 
proach of  the  train.  The  flagman  is  ordinarily  there  for 
the  purpose  of  signalizing  the  train  when  to  stop  for  pas- 
sengers. 

Shortly  before  the  collision,  and  as  the  deceased  ap- 
proached the  track,  some  person  on  the  ferry-boat  made 
signals  and  motioned  for  'deceased  to  come  on.  At  the 
same  time  there  was  other  hallooing  in  the  street  near  the 
crossing.  Other  motions  were  made;  one  man  motioned 
with  his  hand,  waving  it  towards  the  east.  The  bystanders 
understood  the  meaning  of  these  signals  differently;  one 
thought  it  meant  to  keep  off;  another  thought  it  meant  to 
come  on  the  boat ;  while  others  did  not  understand  the 
meaning  at  all. 

The  approach  of  the  train  was  perceived  by  several  per- 
sons near  the  crossing ;  some  saw  it,  some  heard  it.  The 
witnesses  did  not  observe  whether  the  deceased  looked  up 
or  down  the  railroad  track,  as  he  approached  the  crossing, 
and  it  did  not  appear  that  he  looked  in  either  direction. 

The  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  executrix  of  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  her  deceased  husband,  was  shown  in 
the  case. 

John  H.  Betnolds,  for  defendants,  appellants. 
B.  A.  P.A&MEBrrER,  forylainHfff  respondent. 

By  the  court,  E.  Darwin  Smith,  J.  The  questions  in- 
volved in  this  case  are  of  much  practical  importance. 

The  case  presents  a  single  exception,  upon  the  refusal  of 
the  circuit  judge  to  direct  a  non-suit  upon  the  whole  evi- 
dence, after  testimony  had  been  given  by  the  defendants, 
and  both  parties  had  rested.  It  was  the  right  and  duty  of 
the  circuit  judge  to  direct  a  non-suit  at  that  stage  of  the 
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canoe,  if  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  and  a 
verdict  in  his  favor  could  not  have  been  siidtained. 

The  defendant  may  move  for  a  non-suit  wh^n  the  plaia- 
tiff  rdsts,  or  he  may  give  testimony  and  rest,  and  then  move 
for  a  non«suit.  The  refusal  of  the  judge  to  grant  sock 
motion,  is  equally,  in  either  case,  a  good  ground  for  an 
exception. 

The  negligence  imputed  to  the  defendants,  and  on  which 
the  claim  to  maintain  the  action  is  founded,  consisted  19 
the  omission,  by  the  defendants'  engineer,  to  ring  the  bell 
and  sound  the  steam  whistle,  as  required  by  the  statute, 
for  a  distance  of  eighty  rods  before  reaching  the  crossing. 
Upon  this  issue  there  was  much  conflicting  testimony,  and, 
so  far  as  the  proper  determination  of  the  action  depended 
upon  the  single  question  of  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ants' agents  in  charge  of  the  train  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent, a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  would,  perhaps,  be 
warranted  by  the  evidence,  or  at  least  could  not  be  dis- 
turbed as  not  founded  on  sufficient  evidence,  although 
the  proof  waa  positive  from  the  defendants'  agents  and 
others  on  the  train,  that  the  bell  was  in  fact  rung  and  the 
whistle  sounded  at  and  for  the  requisite  distance,  yet  quite 
a  number  of  witnesses  testified  that  they  did  not  hear  either 
the  bell  or  whistle ;  and  it  was,  therefore,  especially  and 
appropriately  a  question  for  the  jury,  to  determine  the 
means  of  knowledge  and  credibility  of  the  several  witnesses, 
and  where  the  weight  of  evidence  rested  upon  this  issue. 

The  defence  consisted  in  an  attempt  to  prove  that  the 
plaintiff's  intestate  was  also  guilty  of  negligence,  and  that 
such  negligence  occasioned  tiie  collision  of  the  train  with 
his  team,  which  caused  his  death.  Upon  this  issue  there- 
is  quite  an  amount  of  testimony,  more  or  less  conclusive, 
but  certainly  aU  tending  to  establid^  a  case  of  gross  negli- 
gence on  his  part. 

He  was  familiar  with  the  locality ;  knew  of  the  existence 
of  the  railroad ;  that  it  was  in  use,  and  that  trains  upon  it 
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were  constantly  passing  and  re-passing.  The  train  with 
which  he  came  in  collision,  was  a  regular  train  on  its  stated 
and  customary  time.  It  was  proved  that  he  was  a  team- 
ster, and  had  been  engaged  for  about  twenty-five  years  in 
teaming  from  Sandlake,  where  he  resided,  to  Albany,  and 
in  going  and  returning,  used  to  cross  the  road  of  the  de- 
fendants at  Bath,  where  this  accident  occurred ;  that  he 
arrived  at  Bath  on  the  morning  of  the  accident,  and  stopped 
at  a  tavern  there,  about  150  feet  east  of  the  track,  about 
the  time  the  train  was  due,  and  after  remaining  there  a 
few  minutes,  started  for  the  ferry  at  a  rapid  rate  of  speed ; 
that  for  most  of  the  way  from  the  tavern  to  the  railroad, 
the  track  north  of  the  place  of  crossing  could  be  seen  from 
the  highway.  Quite  a  number  of  persons  at  the  same  place, 
saw  the  train  coming  while  he  was  passing  from  the  tav- 
ern to  the  railroad,  and  several  of  them  called  to  him  and 
warned  him  to  stop,  and  others  beckoned  to  him  to  do  so. 
These  and  various  other  particulars  given  in  evidence, 
tended  to  show  great  carelessness  and  heedlessness  on  the 
part  of  Ernst,  in  attempting  to  cross  the  railroad  at  the 
time  and  in  the  manner  he  did.  If  the  case  had  been 
reversed,  and  the  collision  between  the  locomotive  and  the 
team  of  the  intestate  had  thrown  the  train  from  the  track 
and  killed  the  engineer,  and  this  action  had  been  brought 
by  his  representatives  against  Ernst,  for  his  negligence  in 
obstructing  the  train  and  thus  throwing  it  from  the  track, 
and  causing  the  death  of  such  engineer,  upon  the  evidence 
given  on  the  trial  in  proof  of  such  negligence,  I  think  no 
judge  would  have  deemed  it  proper  to  non-suit  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  jury  would  clearly  have  been  warranted  in 
*  finding  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  which  no  court,  I  think, 
could  have  held  unsustainable  upon  the  evidence,  or  would 
have  deemed  it  proper  to  set  aside,  independently  of  the 
question  how  far  the  negligence  of  such  engineer  contri- 
buted to  bis  death. 

And  this,  I  conceive,  presents  the  true  test  for  the  deci- 
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sion  of  the  motion  for  a  non-suit  based  upon  the  coitdacing 
and  contributing  negligence  of  the  plaintiff,  in  cases  of  this 
kind.  It  was  a  clear,  palpable,  prima  facte  case  of  co-oper- 
ative negligence.  Practically,  a  duplicate  issue  arises  on 
the  trial  in  all  this  class  of  cases ;  and  to  recover,  the 
plaintiff,  it  is  held,  must  prevail  upon  both  issues.  But,  in 
principle,  there  is  but  a  single  issue.  The  plaintiff  must 
present  a  case  of  unmixed  negligence  ; — a  case  where  the 
injury  is  the  result,  exclusively^  of  the  defendant's  negli- 
gence ; — where  no  negligence  or  fault  of  his  own  contri- 
buted in  any  degree  to  producing  such  injury.  A  party 
sueiug  for  negligence  must  come  into  court  faultless.  He 
must  not  present  a  mere  balanced  case.  The  burden  of 
proof  is  upon  him,  and  he  must  satisfy  the  court,  by  the 
greater  weight  of  the  testimony,  that  without  any  careless- 
ness or  blame  on  his  part,  he  has  suffered  an  injury  from 
the  wrongful  act,  default  or  negligence  of  the  defendant. 
For  such  injury,  the  law  gives  redress.  This  is  the  prin- 
ciple upon  which  the  action  for  negligence  at  common  law 
is  based. 

When  the  application  for  a  non-suit  was  made  on  the 
trial  of  this  action,  did  the  plaintiff  present  such  a  case  ? 
Most  clearly,  it  seems  to  me,  he  did  not.  It  was  at  best, 
upon  the  undisputed  evidence,  a  clear  case  of  mixed  neg- 
ligence. It  is  impossible,  I  think,  to  hold  or  find  otherwise 
upon  the  whole  evidence.  A  verdict,  finding  that  the 
death  of  the  plaintiff's  intestate  was  caused  by  the  exclu- 
sive negligence  of  the  defendants,  and  without  any  want  of 
due  care  and  caution  on  the  part  of  the  deceased,  would, 
I  think,  be  utterly  unwarranted  by  the  evidence,  and  un- 
sustainable, according  to  the  view  in  respect  to  the  degree 
of  care  required  of  persons  attempting  to  cross  a  railroad 
track,  hereinafter  more  fully  discussed.  In  this  view,  it 
was  the  clear  duty  of  the  judge  to  direct  a  non-suit. 

In  no  case,  as  I  understand  the  rule,  is  it  the  duty  of  the 
circuit  judge  to  submit  a  case  to  the  jury,  unless  the  evi- 
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dencd  is  so  doubtful  or  coDflictiog  that  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant  could  be  sustained,  and  ought  not  to 
be  disturbed,  upon  the  principles  governing  the  review,  by 
the  courts,  of  the  verdicts  of  juries. 

But  it  is  claimed  quite  urgently  by  counsel,  and  is  as* 
sented  to  by  some  judges,  in  substance  and  effect,  that 
these  rules  and  principles  do  not  apply  to  actions  for  neg- 
ligenct,  and  that  negligence  is  purely  a  question  of  fact  and 
of  opinion,  and  belongs  exclusively  to  the  jury.  I  agree 
that  negligence  is  always  a  ^estion  of  fact.  It  is  always  to 
be  inferred  from,  or  imputed  upon,  evidence  more  or  less 
direct,  more  or  less  positive  or  circumstantial :  but  I  deny 
that  it  can  be  found  or  imputed  without  evidence,  or  that 
the  verdict  of  a  jury  finding  it  will  supply  the  place  of  evi- 
dence, or  furnish  a  substitute  for  a  cause  of  action.  I  deny 
that  verdicts  finding  negligence  are  not  just  as  much  the 
subjects  of  review  in  the  courts,  as  verdicts  for  any  other 
causes  of  action.  These  must  be  found  and  predicated 
upon  proper,  legitimate  and  legal  evidence,  and  of  this  the 
court  must  be  the  exclusive  judge. 

The  argument  upon  this  point,  where  the  divergence  of 
opinion  upon  these  questions  really  begins,  virtually  as- 
sumes that  the  courts  should  not  non-suit,  or  set  aside  ver- 
dicts as  without  or  against  evidence,  in  cases  of  negligence; 
that  such  verdicts,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  and  the 
character  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  to  be  investigated 
and  going  to  establish  negligence,  are  based  so  much  upon 
mere  opinion,  that  they  cannot  possibly  be  reviewed.  And 
it  is  said  that  the  opinion  of  twelve  men  in  a  jury-box 
should  oontool,  (and  the  decision  in  such  cases  is  better 
evidence  of  the  truth,)  rather  than  that  of  three  or  four 
men  in  bank  in  the  supreme  court,  or  eight  judges  of  this 
court.  This  is  the  effect  and  substance  of  the  argument 
constantly  addressed  to  the  courts  in  this  class  of  cases. 

This  argument  wholly  misconceives  the  theory,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  upon  which  justice  is  administered  in  this 
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country.  It  is  not  the  j«ry,  bat  the  amrts  which  admii^ 
ister  justice.  The  duty  and  responsibility  of  seeing  that 
equal  and  impartial  justice  is  meted  out  to  all  men,  de- 
yolves,  under  the  constitution,  by  the  common  law,  upon 
the  judges  of  the  c&urts.  Juries  are  mere  assistants  of  the 
courts,  whose  province  it  is  to  aid  them  in  the  decision  of 
disputed  questions  of  fact.  If  there  is  no  real  dispute  in 
a  case,  the  court  gives  judgment. 

Jury  trial  is  justly  regarded  as  a  most  invaluable  mode 
of  deciding  disputed  issues  of  fact,  where  there  is  contra- 
riety and  conflict  in  the  evidence.  But  its  value  chiefly 
depends  upon  the  fact  that  the  trials  are  had  under  Uxd 
direction  and  supervision  of  educated  and  experienced 
judges,  who  have  devoted  a  lifetime  to  the  study  of  the 
law  and  to  the  practical  adnumstration  of  public  justice. 
Jurors,  on  the  contrary,  are  sdacted  from  the  body  of  the 
people,  for  a  single  occaaon,  and,  as  a  general  rule,  are 
unfiBimiliar  with  the  rules  of  evidence,  and  with  the  princi- 
ples of  law,  and  the  processes  of  legal  investigation.  When 
the  points  in  dispute  are  simple  and  single^  and  the  facts 
are  presented  and  discussed  by  able  counsel,  and  the  issues 
involved  clearly  presented  by  the  presiding  judge,  the  ver- 
dicts of  juries  are  generally  very  satisfactory,  and  probably 
more  so  than  the  decisions  of  the  courts  on  questions  of 
fact,  or  any  otbw  mode  of  trial  ever  practiced  among  men. 

But  it  is  essential  to  the  preservation  of  this  noble  insti- 
tution, that  juries  be  carefully  confined  to  their  legitimate 
province,  and  that  the  rights  and  interests  of  society  be 
not  jeopardized  by  capricious  verdicts,  rendered  uid  de- 
pending upon  uncertain  principles.  It  is  of  infinite  conse- 
quence to  the  community  that  the  law  be  kept  and  pre- 
served as  certain,  clear,  known  and  stable  as  possible.  This 
can  only  be  done  by  the  courts,  and  this  duty  is  specially 
confided  to  them,  and  required  at  their  hands  by  the  people. 

This  necessity  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  regu- 
late the  conduct  of  juries,  to  pass  upon  the  evidence  sub- 
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mitted  to  them,  and  to  decide  all  questions  of  law  arising 
dnring  the  progress  of  a  trial ;  and  to  review  their  verdicts, 
and  to  set  them  aside,  if  unwarranted  by  the  evidence. 

The  court  is  necessarily  the  ultimate  judge  in  all  cases 
upon  the  evidence,  and  must  decide  whether  in  conformity 
with  the  rules  of  law  it  will  warrant  or  sustain  a  verdict. 

The  argument  that  it  belongs  to  the  jury  to  pass  con- 
clusively upon  the  evidence,  is  fundamentally  unsound  and 
untrue,  and  the  argument  that  the  opinion  of  twelve  men  in 
the  jury-box  is  of  higher  authority  upon  a  question  of  fact, 
and  better  evidence  of  the  truth  than  the  opinion  of  the 
judges,  is  more  specious  than  sound.  So  far  as  mere  opin- 
ion is  concerned,  the  opinion  of  twelve  men  of  equal  intel- 
ligence and  capability,  and  means  of  knowledge  and  of 
judgment,  is,  doubtless,  of  superior  weight  to  that  of  four 
or  eight  men,  a  smaller  number  than  twelve.  But  that 
consideration  does  not  meet  the  case. 

The  decisions  of  courts  and  juries  stand  upon  a  very 
different  footing. 

Aside  from  the  difference  in  capacity  to  decide  correctly, 
arising  from  professional  education  and  practice,  and  judi- 
cial experience,  the  judges  act  and  decide  deliberately, 
after  patient  and  careful  investigation,  and  give  the  reasons 
for  their  decisions,  which  are  open  to  the  careful  scrutiny 
of  the  parties,  and  the  vigilant  criticism  of  an  educated 
and  enlightened  bar,  and  of  the  public. 

Juries  will  certainly  act  and  decide  more  or  less  hastily, 
without  time,  in  most  instances,  for  much  reflection,  and 
also  act  and  decide  in  secret ;  and  from  this  consideration, 
and  their  large  number,  they  certainly  act  under  much  less 
personal  and  individual  responsibility  than  the  judges; 
and  besides,  common  observation  and  experience  show  that 
they  are  far  more  liable  to  be  swayed  by  passion  and  ex- 
citement, and  other  undue  influences.  Their  verdicts  are 
therefore  notoriously  many  times  founded  upon  mistakes, 
misconceptions  and  other  errors,  which  make  it  indispens- 
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able,  to  secure  to  this  mode  of  trial  the  pnblic  confidence, 
that  a  power  of  supervision  and  review  of  the  verdicts 
should  exist  in  the  courts,  and  should  be  exercised  with 
fidelity  and  firmness. 

The  implication  from  the  argument,  that  negligence  rests 
in  matters  of  mere  opinion,  and  may  be  imputed  upon  **  con* 
jecture^'  in  respect  to  how  men  would  act  generally  in 
given  circumstances,  is,  that  verdicts  may  be  rendered  by 
juries  finding  negligence,  upon  grounds,  principles  and  con- 
jectures beyond  the  control  of  the  courts,  and  outside  of 
the  limits  within  which  such  verdicts  are  reviewed  by  them. 
Negligence  consists  in  the  violation  or  omission  of  some 
duty  of  positive  legal  obligation. 

So  far  as  the  duty  is  clear  and  definite  upon  undisputed 
facts,  it  belongs  to  the  courts  to  declare  and  apply  the  law. 
But  when  the  duty  depends  upon  the  exercise  or  omission 
of  ordinary  care,  or  common  prudence,  the  question,  I  agree, 
is  one  of  fact,  and  belongs  to  the  jury ;  but  it  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  them  upon  principles  known  and  recognized 
by  the  courts.  On  an  application  for  a  non-suit  in  such  a 
case,  the  circuit  judge  is  called  upon  to  apply  to  the  evi- 
dence his  observation,  common  sense  and  common  experi- 
ence, and  to  determine  whether,  allowing  every  legitimate 
inference  which  the  jury  might  possibly  draw  from  it,  they 
would  be  authorized  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  and 
the  same  rule  applies  in  the  review  of  this  verdict,  if  the 
case  should  have  been  submitted  to  them  and  a  verdict 
rendered. 

What,  in  a  given  case,  would  be  ordinary  care,  or  com- 
mon prudence,  would  be  a  question  o{  judgment.  It  would 
be  what,  in  the  case  supposed,  would  be  the  conduct  of  a  ma- 
jority of  men  in  like  circumstances.  It  would  be  for  the 
jury  to  consider  and  decide  this  question  with  reference  to 
the  known  and  recognized  interests  of  human  nature,  and 
the  ordinary  rules  and  principles  of  human  conduct. 

In  asserting  and  obeying  the  primary  instinct  of  every 
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human  being  to  preserve  and  protect  life,  common  sense 
and  the  law  concnr  in  declaring  the  role  of  common  pru- 
dence to  be  suck  a  degree  of  care  and  caution  as  mil  be  in 
due  proportion  to  the  injury  or  damage  to  be  avoided.  Per- 
sona riding,  driving  or  passing  in  the  crowded  streets  of  a 
citj,  or  driving  horses  upon  a  race  course,  will  ordinarily 
exercise,  and  are  bound  and  required  to  exercise,  a  much 
higher  degree  of  care  than  travelers  upon  the  common  high- 
waja  of  the  country.  So  with  persons  crossing  a  railroad 
track,  where  trains  are  constantly  passing,  propelled  by  the 
powerful  agent  of  steam*  Such  collisions  almost  invaria- 
bly and  inevitably  are  attended  with  fatal  consequences, 
and  occasion  more  or  less  lose  of  life.  Common  prudence 
requires  a  much  higher  degree  of  care  and  caution. 

We  come,  then,  to  the  question,  what  is  common  prur 
ience,  or  what  kind  or  degree  of  care  does  c(mmion  pru- 
dence  enjoin  and  require  in  the  crossing  of  a  railroad  track  7 
This  case  illustrates  the  rule,  and  presents,  as  I  conceive, 
a  complete  negative  answer  to  this  question.  The  conduct 
of  Ernst,  the  intestate,  in  his  attempt  to  cross  the  defend- 
ants' railroad,  at  the  time  of  the  collision  which  caused  his 
death,  shows  most  clearly,  as  I  think,  what  is  not  common 
prudence  in  the  crossing  of  a  railroad  track. 

The  question  is,  what  would  a  majority  of  men  of  com- 
mon intelligence,  have  done  under  like  circumstances? 
Here  was  a  man  of  fifty  years  of  i^,  perfectly  familiar 
with  the  locality  at  and  about  this  railroad  crossing,  living 
at  a  distance  eastwardly  upon  the  highway  intersecting 
said  railroad  at  that  place,  which  he  was  continnally  trav- 
eling in  his  business  of  teaming  to  and  from  Albany,  know- 
ing that  said  railroad  was  in  constant  use  for  the  passing 
of  trains  propelled  by  steam,  and  knowing,  also,  or  bound 
to  know,  the  stated  times  for  the  passage  of  trains  across 
said  highway.  With  this  knowledge,  he  arrives  at  the 
tavern  in  the  village  of  Bath,  distant  about  150  feet  east- 
wardly of  said  railroad,  at  about  the  time  a  train  was  note- 
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rioosly  due  tipon  said  railroad,  stops  a  moment  at  the  tav- 
ern,  and  then  starts  for  the  ferry  across  said  railroad,  at  a 
trot  of  his  horses,  neither  looking  to  the  right  or  the  left, 
although  a  train  was  then  approaching  from  the  north,  and 
might  have  been  seen  by  him  at  the  distance  of  100  rods 
from  the  said  highway,  for  yearly  the  whole  distance  from 
said  tavern  to  said  railroad,  and  was  in  fbct  seen  by  quite  a 
number  of  persons  at  the  same  place,  and  thus  driving 
directly  on  to  the  railroad  track  just  as  the  train  reached 
the  crossing,  he  comes  necessarily  in  collision  with  the  loco- 
motive, and  is  killed.  Was  this  cammcn  prudence  1  Did 
he  exercise  ordinary  care  1  Would  a  majority  of  men,  ufith 
his  knowledge,  and  under  like  circumstances,  have  attempted 
to  cross  this  railroad  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  he  did  ? 
These  questions,  addressed  to  the  eight  judges  of  this 
court ;  to  the  learned  judge  who  tried  this  cause  at  the  cir- 
cuit ;  to  the  three  other  judges  of  the  supreme  court  who 
affirmed  the  judgment  at  general  term,  out  of  court,  and 
calling,  not  for  a  judicial,  but  for  an  individual  opinion  as 
to  how  each  of  these  would  act  under  the  same  circum- 
stances, and  how,  in  their  judgment,  a  majority  of  men  of 
common  intelligence  would  act  under  like  circumstances, — 
would,  as  I  believe,  be  answered  by  them,  without  excep- 
tion, with  an  unqualified  negative.  The  same  questions, 
put  to  any  one  hundred  men  taken  promiscuously  from  any 
town  or  city  in  the  state,  I  think  would  be  answered  in  the 
same  way,  by  as  large  a  majority  as  nine  out  of  every  ten, 
and  the  same  questions  put  to  the  whole  voting  population 
of  the  county  of  Eensselaer,  where  the  accident  occurred, 
over  thirty  years  of  age,  I  think  would  be  answered  in  the 
same  way,  by  as  large  a  proportion ;  and  the  jury  who 
tried  this  cause,  if  they  were  men  of  the  intelligence  com- 
monly found  in  the  jury-box  in  this  state ;  and  if  they  were 
separately  asked  the  same  questions,  away  from  the  court 
and  the  excitement  of  the  trial  of  such  a  cause,  and  the 
influences  which  sympathy  for  the  friends  of  the  deceased, 
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and  the  just  prejudices  more  or  less  engendered  in  the 
popular  mind  against  corporations,  by  the  harsh,  heedless 
and  oppressive  course  with  which  their  corporate  powers 
are  many  times  used  and  exercised, — or  a  majority  of  them 
would,  I  believe,  answer  the  questions  in  the  same  way. 

If  this  be  so,  when,  superadded  to  the  facts  above  stated, 
it  al8()  appeared,  as  it  does  in  the  testimony  in  this  case,  that 
Ernst  drank  intoxicating  liquors  on  his  way,  that  morning, 
three  times — brandy  twice,  and  rum  and  sugar  once ;  that  he 
drove  so  carelessly  by  the  way,  that  he  nearly  tipped  over, 
and  was  cautioned  at  the  time  by  the  person  riding  with 
him,  to  drive  more  carefully;  and  it  also  appeared  that 
other  persons  at  the  same  place  heard  the  train  coming  at 
quite  a  distance,  before  it  reached  the  crossing ;  four  per- 
sons, after  he  started  from  the  tavern,  respectively  hallooed 
to  him  in  a  loud  voice,  to  stop,  several  times  each,  and  oth- 
ers beckoned  to  him  to  stop,  with  great  earnestness  of  ges- 
ture— all  of  which  was  seen  and  heard  by  many  persons  in 
the  vicinity — how  much  more  would  such  questions  be 
answered  in  the  negative. 

These  facts  also  appearing,  the  whole  facts  together  pre- 
sent a  case  where,  upon  the  undisputed  facts,  I  think  a 
great  majority  of  men  would  say  that  Ernst  did  not,  in 
attempting  to  cross  the  railroad  in  the  manner  he  did,  ex- 
ercise common  prudence,  and  that  he  was  guilty  of  a  neg- 
lect of  ordinary  care;  such  as  can  only  be  accounted  for,  as 
a  general  rule,  upon  the  assumption  that  he  was  intoxi- 
cated, or  for  some  other  cause  was  partially  deprived  of 
the  use  of  his  ordinary  faculties. 

Upon  this  question,  therefore,  thus  illustrated  by  the 
facts  of  this  case,  I  think  the  conclusion  is  rational  and 
legitimate,  that  in  the  judgment  and  opinion  of  a  majority 
of  men,  common  prudence  forbids  the  attempt,  by  any  per- 
son, to  cross  the  track  of  a  railroad  in  constant  use,  without 
first  taking  the  precaution  to  look  both  ways  upon  the  track, 
and  see  and  ascertain  that  a  train  is  not  approaching  in 
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either  direction,  and  that  the  omission  to  do  so  is,  per  se, 
gross  negligence,  in  view  of  the  danger  to  be  avoided,  and 
the  fatal  consequences  involyed  in  any  accident  resulting 
from  such  omission. 

As,  therefore,  upon  the  whole  issue,  it  was  impossible  for 
the  jury  to  find  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  out  a  clear, 
affirmative  case  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
unmixed  with  any  degree  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
deceased,  contributing  to  the  injury  sustained,  it  was  not 
the  duty  of  the  circuit  judge  to  have  submitted  the  case  to 
the  jury,  and  the  motion  for  a  non-suit  should  have  been 
granted. 

The  judgment,  therefore,  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 


SUPREME  COUET. 
Dexter  B.  Britton  agt.  Charles  B.  Phillips. 

To  BQitAin  an  a4stioii  for  damages  for  breach  of  a  contract  to  seU  land,  it  maat  appear 
that  the  parties'  minds  met  in  the  proposed  sale. 

Where  the  proposed  vendor  submitted  a  proposition  to  seU  the  land  in  controversj — 
snoh  proposition  being  in  the  form  of  a  letter  addressed  from  a  banking  honse  in 
WaU  street  to  the  proposed  pnrehaser,  oontaining  at  the  bottom,  ''  the  abore  pro- 
position is  made  for  two  days;  after  that  subject  to  negotiation,"  it  mnst  appear 
on  the  ]»rt  of  the  proposed  rendee  who  brings  his  action  to  recover  damages  for 
breaeh  of  snob  alleged  contract,  that  he  accepted  said  proposition  in  writing, 
within  the  time  specified,  and  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  proposed  vendor 
such  acceptance. 

A  mere  deposit  in  the  XT.  S.  post-office  (postage  not  prepaid)  of  a  letter  accepting 
snoh  proposition,  addressed  to  the  proposed  vendor,  is  insufficient. 

It  is  not  due  diligence  to  excuse  such  deposit  in  the  post-office,  to  prove  that  the 
proposed  vendee  was  unable  to  find  the  proposed  vendor  within  the  time,  where 
it  also  appears  that  the  latter  made  no  inquiries  for  the  former  at  the  banking 
house  from  which  the  proposition  in  form  was  addressed. 

In  ease  of  an  attachment  issued  under  sections  227,  et  seq.  of  the  Code,  and  also  in 
ease  of  a  judgment  recovered  in  such  attachment  suit,  where  it  appeared  that  the 
judgment  had  been  executed  and  paid,  notwithstanding  an  appeal  pending,  the 
appellate  court,  under  section  330  of  the  Code,  have  power  to,  and  will  order  on 
reversal  of  the  judgment  below,  a  restitution  to  the  appellant  of  the  moneys  so 
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ooUeetedy  BotwiUMtMidiiig  ra«h  reTenal  is  aooompuisd  by  ui  order  l 
new  trUl,  and  Dotwithstanding  the  attachment  is  lo  pending. 
In  sneh  case,  the  restitntion  is  effected  by  ordering  a  deposit  of  tbe  moneys  Into 
ooort,  toabidethe  Tesoltof  the  new  ferial^  tad  sabjeot  to  tlM  Ilea  oT  tlie  ttMaoh- 
ment. 

JVw  York  General  Term,  September,  1862. 

Ingraham,  p.  /.,  Clerke  and  Leonard,  Justices. 

The  appellant  was  the  owner  of  five  lots  on  the  north 
side  of  Thirty-fifth  street,  between  Second  and  Third  ave- 
nues on  which  were  erected  five  brown  stone  houses,  three 
stories  high.  The  referee  found  the  value  df  this  property 
to  be  $34,000.  On  the  premises  were  incumbrances 
amounting  to  $22,500,  viz  :  $3,500  on  each  house  and  lot, 
and  a  $5,000  mortgage  on  the  five.  Besides,  there  was  on 
them  a  mortgage  for  $10,000,  given  as  security  for  some 
mortgages  on  the  appellant's  Chicago  property,  which 
liability  w^as  not  absolute  at  the  time. 

The  appellant  desired  to  sell  this  city  property,  and  ho 
applied  to  John  S.  Christie,  real  estate  broker,  who  intro- 
duced him  to  the  respondent,  and  thereupon  a  negotiation 
ensued  whereby  the  respondent  sought  to  exchange  with 
the  appellant  for  the  houses,  in  part  payment,  stock  of  the 
American  Kaolin  Company,  $52,000,  which  value  the  ap- 
pellant claimed  they  represented,  so  that  money  could  be 
raised  on  it,  of  twenty-five  cents  on  the  dollar,  i.  t.  in  all 
$13,000,  and  also  some  other  securities  of  the  same  kind. 
The  referee  found  these  securities  never  had  any  market 
value,  although  he  found  that  there  was  no  fraud  on  the 
part  of  the  respondent.  After  proposals  backwards  and 
forwards,  the  appellant  wrote  a  letter  to  respondent,  in 
which  he  used  these  words  : 

"  I  will  vend  to  you  the  five  houses,  about  the  title  of 
which  there  will  be  no  doubt,  subject  to  the  present  mort- 
gage incumbrances.  I  will  take  the  Kaolin  stock  as  per 
your  offer ;  I  will  take  the  Beaver  Dam  mortgages  and  five 
hundred  dollars  in  cash,  if  you  wish  to  close  the  contract," 
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Ac,  Ac.     "  The  above  proposition  is  made  for  two  days ; 
after  that,  subject  to  negotiations." 

In  that  letter  the  appellant  made  nse  of  expressions 
which  indicated  either  that  he  considered  these  securities 
equal  to  cash  at  the  rate  proposed,  or  that  his  mind  had 
been  imbued  with  that  idea. 

This  was  delivered  to  respondent  11th  of  December, 
1858.  The  only  acceptance  of  that  proposition  by  res- 
pondent was  by  a  letter  addressed  io  appejlant,  and  dg^P- 
sited  i^njhe  New  York  city  pijst-office,  postage  not  prepaid, 
on^the  13th  Dejfimher,  1858,  and  which  was  not  shown  to 
have  been  received  b^pgfiUant,  and  which  tlie  appellant 
positively  denied  ever  having  received. 

On  the  14th  December,  1858,  the^  appellant  declined  fur-  \ 
ther  connection  with  the  matter.     The  respondent  brought 
an  action  for  a  specific  performance  and  for  damages.    The 
referee  awarded  him  $1,100  damages,  and  from  that  report 
this  appeal  was  taken. 

D.  McMahon,  for  appellant. 
A.  R.  Dyett,  far  respondent 

By  the  court,  Clerke,  P.  Justice.  It  is  not  pretended 
in  the  negotiations  between  the  parties  in  this  action,  that 
they  arrived  at  any  final  understanding  until  after  the  de- 
fendant wrote  the  letter  dated  11th  December,  1858.  In 
this  letter  he  proposes  to  the  plaintiff  to  sell  him  the  five 
houses  in  Thirty-fifth  street,  on  certain  terms  specifically 
set  forth ;  and  in  a  postscript  he  says :  "  The  above  propo- 
sition is  made  for  two  day^  ;  after  that,  subject  to  negotia- 
tion." Of  course  this  letter,  as  the  writer  says  in  the  post- 
script, contains  nothing  more  than  a  proposition.  It  was 
not  in  itself  an  acceptance  of  previous  propositions  made  by 
the  plaintiff;  there  were  negotiations  indeed  between  the 
parties,  and  whatever  offers  may  have  been  made  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff,  this  letter  was  no  adoption  of  them,  but  it 
Vol.  XXIV.  8 
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was  merely  a  statement  of  terms  which  required  a  positive 
acceptance  by  the  plaintiff  before  it  could  become  an  agree- 
ment binding  on  either. 

Where  is  the  evidence  of  an  acceptance  by  the  plaintiff? 

He  states  that  ^'  he  received  defendant's  letter  on  Satur- 
day evening,  December  11,  and  on  Monday  evening  he  sent 
a  written  communication  to  defendant,  accepting  his  offer. 
He  kept  no  copy  of  it ;  he  sent  the  communication  to  de- 
fendant through  the  New  York  general  post-office,  inclosed 
in  an  envelope  addressed  to  defendant,  New  York;  he 
could  not  say  whether  the  postage  was  paid."  The  defend- 
ant swears  positively  that  he  never  received  it.  There  is, 
therefore,  not  only  no  evidence  that  the  acceptance  was 
even  received  by  the  defendant,  but  direct  and  unmistaka- 
ble evidence  that  it  was  not  received  by  him.  The  plain- 
tiff did  not  even  exhibit  ordinary  diligence  to  comply  with 
the  requirement  contained  in  the  postscript  to  the  letter  of 
the  11th  December.  That  letter  was  dated  at  the  banking 
house  of  Bliss,  Williams  &  Co.,  No.  4  Wall  street;  the 
plaintiff  made  no  inquiries  for  the  defendant  at  that  place ; 
never  even  called  there  ;  if  he  did,  his  acceptance  probably 
would  have  reached  the  defendant  in  time.  Mr.  Williams, 
one  of  the  firm  of  Bliss,  Williams  &  Co.,  states  **  that  the 
defendant  transacted  business  at  their  house ;  was  there, 
received  his  letters  there,  and  did  his  correspondence 
there  ;  had  negotiations  there  with  people  about  this  pro- 
perty.'' If  the  plaintiff,  then,  failed  to  have  the  accept- 
ance properly  served  on  the  defendant,  he  may  blame  his 
own  want  of  care  and  diligence.  It  is,  at  all  events,  clear 
that  no  court  would  be  justified  in  deciding  that  the  de- 
fendant received  the  acceptance,  and  although  the  referee 
reports  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  he  does  not  expressly  find 
as  a  matter  of  fact  that  the  defendant  did  receive  it. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  or- 
dered ;  costs  to  abide  event. 
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On  the  settlement  of  the  decree  in  this  cause,  the  follow- 
ing question  of  practice  arose :  It  appeared  that  pending 
the  appeal,  the  plaintiflF  below  went  on  and  executed  the 
decree,  and  collected  the  amount  of  the  judgment  appealed 
from.  This  collection  was  arrived  at  in  this  form  :  In  the 
suit  originally,  an  attachment  was  issued  pursuant  to  sec- 
tions 227,  et  seq.  of  the  Code,  and  a  levy  made  on  certain 
moneys  of  the  defendant  in  a  banker's  hands.  After  reco- 
very of  the  judgment  below,  by  proceedings  in  the  name  of 
the  sheriff,  the  plaintiff  below,  under  sections  232,  238  of 
of  the  Code,  compelled  the  payment  of  the  judgment. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  restitution,  under  section 
330  of  the  Code ;  such  restitution  to  be  incorporated  in 
the  decree  reversing  the  judgment  below.  Affidavits  were 
read  by  the  respondent,  on  the  settlement  of  the  decree  of 
reversal,  tending  to  show  that  after  the  attachment  was 
levied,  the  appellant  assigned  over  all  his  interest  in  the 
moneys  in  the  banker's  hands,  to  a  third  party,  and  that 
the  appellant,  after  such  assignment,  disclaimed  all  interest 
therein.  The  appellant,  however,  introduced  affidavits 
tending  to  show  that  the  assignment  in  question  was  given 
as  collateral  security  for  moneys  loaned,  and  that  since  the 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment  below,  he  had  become  re-in- 
stated with  an  interest  in  the  moneys  levied  on,  greater 
than  the  sum  so  levied  on.  Argument  was  heard  on  this 
point,  before  Justices  Ingraham,  Leonard  and  Peckham. 

Mr.  McMAHON,/or  motion,  made  the  following  points : 

I.  After  the  respondent  has  satisfied  his  attachment  and 
his  judgment  out  of  the  moneys  of  the  appellant  pending 
the  appeal,  he  ought  to  be  estopped  from  setting  up  that 
such  moneys  were  not  the  moneys  of  the  appellant. 

He  collected  them  as  such  on  the  erroneous  judgment. 
No  pretence  is  set  up  that  any  one  has  called  him  to  ac- 
count for  the  moneys  thus  collected. 

To  allow  him  now  to  plead  ip  answer  to  the  right  of  the 
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appellant  to  have  restitution,  that  he,  the  respondent,  com- 
mitted a  greater  outrage  by  collecting  hia  judgment  of 
flomebody's  else  moneys,  would  be  an  evasion  of  all  legal 
principles. 

n.  Section  330  of  the  Code  provides  that  when  the  judg- 
ment is  reversed  or  modified,  the  appellate  court  may  make 
restitution  of  property  and  rights  lost  by  the  judgment 

lU.  We  now  claim  that  the  moneys  collected  by  the  res- 
pondent, under  his  erroneous  judgment,  should  be  restored 
to  the  appellant,  by  being  re-paid  over  to  him.  It  was  his 
money,  on  deposit  with  his  banker,  and  should  be  restored 
to  him. 

lY.  At  any  rate,  the  right  of  deposit  and  control  of  the 
appellant's  moneys  were  afiected  and  enjoined  by  the  erro- 
neous judgment  reversed,  and  we  submit  that  it  is  the  right 
of  the  appellant  to  have  said  moneys  so  collected  by  the 
respondent,  deposited  in  court  or  the  Trust  Company,  to 
the  credit  of  this  cause. 

Y.  The  appellant,  in  his  affidavits  on  the  settlement  of 
the  order,  has  shown  conclusively  that  the  moneys  so  levied 
on  by  the  respondent's  proceedings,  were  his,  the  appel- 
lant's, own  funds.  We  submit,  therefore,  that  there  can  be 
BO  legal  objection  to  a  restoration  of  those  funds  to  the 
proper  custody,  i.  e.  the  appellant  himself,  or  the  Trust 
Company. 

YI.  Certainly,  the  respondent  who  has  been  decided 
to  have  no  cause  of  action,  has  no  right  to  retain  those 
moneys. 

Mr.  Dtett,  opposed,  made  the  following  points.  The 
only  authority  for  the  motion  is  section  330  of  the  Code, 
and  it  should  be  denied,  with  costs. 

I.  This  motion  should  be  made  at  special  term.  This 
general  term  is  not  an  *'  appellate  court."  It  is  the  same 
tribunal  that  rendered  the  judgment. 

n.  The  section  in  question  applies  to  all  appeals^  and 
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only  authorises  restitation  where  a  jui^ment  is  reyeraedi 
and  it  stops  there. 

Thig  does  Dot  apply  to  the  oaae  of  a  reversal,  acoompa- 
nied  by  the  granting  of  a  new  trial  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 

In  such  a  case  restitation  is  not  proper.  {Estaa  agt. 
Balimn,  9  How.,  8(y;  opinion,  81.) 

The  true  remedy  is  by  an  award  of  restitution  ou  the 
record  of  reversal,  (2  Wend.,  158,)  or  by  action  of  assump- 
sit, (6  Coto.,  297.)  But  this  can  be  only  on  a  final  reversal, 
which  was  the  case  in  both  the  cases  just  cited.  It  cannot 
be  where  a  new  trial  is  ordered  in  the  same  court,  on^  csise 
made,  for  there  is  no  final  judgment. 

in.  But  in  this  case  an  attachment  was  issued,  and  is 
still  in  force. 

The  plaintifi*,  therefore,  cannot  have  restitution.  The 
money,  if  taken  from  the  plaintiff,  must  go  to  the  sheriffl 

a.  There  is  no  authority  for  ordering  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
it  to  the  sheriff,  (and  see  next  point.) 

h.  The  sheriff  should  make  that  motion. 

e.  There  is  no  authority  for  any  order  paying  the  WMmey 
into  court. 

If  it  goes  to  anybody,  it  goes  to  the  sheriff.  If,  as  we 
show,  restitution  cannot  be  ordered  because  of  the  attach- 
ment, that  is  an  end  of  the  motion.  The  court  should  not 
make  novel  orders,  or  entertain  these  **  fancy  applications." 
There  is  no  necessity  of  ordering  the  money  paid  into 
court. 

TV.  In  the  case  of  an  attachment,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
have  any  restitution  of  the  property  attached,  unless  he 
recover  final  judgment  in  his  favor,  {Code,  §  289,)  and  until 
that  time  the  defendant  has  no  ccmtrol  over  it. 

y.  But  our  affidavits  show  that  the  defendant  has  all 
along  disclaimed  any  title  to  the  money  attached,  and  that 
a  third  party  claims  it  as  his,  and  both  claim  the  money 
to  have  been  assigned  to  such  third  party  before  the  at- 
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tachment  was  issued,  which  was  February  26th,  1860,  (see 
our  affidavits.) 

We  have  been  obliged  to  give,  and  have  given,  a  bond 
of  indemnity  to  the  sheriff  and  to  the  banker,  against  the 
claims  of  Wright. 

The  defendant  does  not  now  claim  the  money  as  his.  He 
claims  (fols.  2  and  3  of  his  affidavit)  only  a  resulting  trust 
after  his  assignments  to  two  persons  in  whom  the  legal 
title  to  the  money  is ;  and  at  the  end  of  his  affidavit  pre- 
tends to  make  the  application  as  the  attorney  in  fact  of  the 
last  assignee.  Such  third  party  does  not  personally  join 
in  the  application,  and  our  bond  of  indemnity  is  still  in 
force. 

But  if  such  assignees  were  both  before  the  court,  the 
court  should  not  entertain  such  an  application  by  a  third 
party,  and  there  is  no  precedent  for  it ;  and  although  we 
show  conclusively,  that  the  assignee  had  all  along  claimed 
the  assignment  to  have  been  made  to  Wright  previous  to 
the  attachment,  (compelling  us  to  indemnify,)  for  the  pur- 
pose of  preventing  us  getting  the  money,  he  now  claims 
the  assigment  to  have  been  made  afterwards,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  getting  it  back. 

The  motion  should  be  denied,  with  costs. 

By  the  court,  Ingraham,  Justice.  We  think  the  order 
should  direct  the  moneys  to  be  paid  into  court,  to  abide 
event. 

Thereupon,  a  decree  was  settled  by  the  court,  which, 
after  providing  for  the  reversal  of  tl^e  judgment  below, 
contained  the  following  provision,  to  wit : 

**  And  it  appearing  to  the  court  that,  notwithstanding 
the  appeal  herein,  the  respondent  executed  and  collected 
the  amount  of  the  judgment  below,  costs  and  sheriff's  fees,  to 
wit,  the  sum  of  $1,855.23,  therefore  it  is  further  adjudged, 
ordered  and  decreed,  that  the  said  respondent  make  resti- 
tution to  the  said  appellant,  by  paying  into  court,  to  the 
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People  •x  rtl»  Plumb  ftgt.  Svpenrtton  of  Oortluii. 

chamberlain  of  the  city  of  New  York,  within  ten  days  after 
service  of  this  decree  on  him  or  his  attorney,  the  said  sum 
of  $1,855.23,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  said  collection, 
by  the  said  respondent,  to  abide  the  order  of  this  court 
after  such  new  trial  is  had." 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  reL  Samuel  Plumb  agt.  The  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  Cortland  County. 

If  a  board  qf  mperviiori  disallow  an  aoooant  presented  to  tbem  to  be  audited  aa  a 
ooanty  charge,  on  the  ground  that  they  have  no  power  to  allow  <^— -that  the  sta- 
tute does  not  authorise  the  allowanoe;  this  preeludes  the  examination  oontem- 
plated  bj  the  statute  under  which  the  board  act  in  the  settlement  of  aooountsy 
and  the  oourt  can  control  the  action  of  the  board,  in  referenoe  thereto,  bj  »af»* 
damue. 

It  is  otherwise  where  the  board  of  superrisors  enter  into  an  examination  of  sneh 
accounts,  and  reject  (or  allow)  them;  thej  thus  exercise  their  legal  diicretion, 
and  their  decision  becomes  ^na/. 

The  eommieeionertt  of  exeiee  of  a  oountj  are  not,  under  the  statute,  limited  la 
their  serHces  to  ten  daye  (at  $3  per  day.)  This  limitation  is  expressly  confined 
to  the  time  they  shall  spend  in  their  meetings  for  the  purpose  of  granting  licenses. 

It  is  their  duty  to  prosecute  for  penalties  incurred,  and  the  members  of  the  board 
hare  the  right  to  charge  for  the  time  spent  in  the  performance  of  that  duty;  and 
where  they  present  their  accounts  to  the  board  of  superrisors,  properly  made  out 
and  Tcrifled,  it  is  the  duty  of  such  board  to  receire  and  act  upon  them.  If  they 
refuse  to  do  this,  the  authority  of  this  court  may  be  inroked  to  compel  them. 

Cortland  Special  Term,  August,  1861. 

Mandamus.  The  relator  was  one  of  the  commissioners 
of  excise  of  Cortland  county.  At  the  annual  meeting  of  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  Cortland  county,  in  1860,  he  pre- 
sented two  bills  to  the  board,  for  audit  and  allowance ;  one 
for  $33,  for  eleven  days'  service — ^ten  days  in  meeting  the 
board  to  grant  licenses,  and  one  day  to  make  report  to  the 
board  of  supervisors ;  the  other  for  1143.62,  for  forty-two 
days'  service  performed  as  such  commissioner  of  excise,  in 
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progQcutions  for  yiolations  of  the  excise  law,  and  $17.62 
for  disburBements  incurred  by  him  in  such  prosecutions. 

The  board  of  supervisors  audited  the  first  bill  at  $30  for 
ten  days  only,  and  the  second  bill  at  $17.62  for  disburse- 
ments only,  and  claimed  that  the  relator  was  only  entitled 
to  pay  as  an  excise  commissioner  for  ten  days'  service  in 
any  one  year,  at  $3  per  day,  besides  the  disbursements  ne- 
cessarily expended  by  virtue  of  his  oflSce.  This  mandamus 
was  brought  to  compel  the  board  of  supervisors  to  audit 
and  allow  the  balance  of  said  bills.  The  alternative  man- 
damus was  directed  to  "  The  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Cort- 
land county,"  and  was  served  upon  their  clerk  only.  Motion 
for  a  peremptory  mandamus. 

A.  P.  Smith,  for  the  relator. 
Ho&ATio  Ballabd»  for  defendants. 

Pa&kek,  Justice.  This  is  an  application  for  a  peremp- 
tory mandamus  to  compel  the  defendants  to  allow  the  ac- 
count of  the  relator,  for  services  as  one  of  the  commissioners 
of  excise  of  Cortland  county. 

An  alternative  mandamus  was  allowed  and  issued,  which 
sets  forth  that  the  relator  presented  to  the  defendants,  at 
their  last  annual  meeting,  an  account,  duly  verified,  for 
eleven  days'  service  by  him  as  such  commissioner  of  excise, 
for  the  year  1860,  and  requested  them  to  audit  and  allow  the 
same  at  the  sum  of  $33,  but  that  they  refused  so  to  do ;  but 
did  settle  and  allow  the  same  at  the  sum  of  $30.  And  also, 
that  at  the  same  annual  meeting,  the  relator  presented  to 
the  defendants  another  account,  in  due  form,  and  properly 
verified,  for  forty-two  days'  other  services  by  him  as  such 
commissioner,  during  said  year,  and  $17.62  disbursements, 
and  requested  them  to  audit  and  allow  the  same  at  the  sum 
of  $126  for  said  services,  and  $17.62  for  said  disbursements, 
but  that  they  refused  so  to  do ;  but  did  settle  and  allow 
the  same  at  the  sum  of  $17.62  for  said  disbursements,  re- 
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fasing  to  allow  aoythiDg  for  said  forty-two  days'  aervices. 
That  both  the  etovea  days'  service  charged  in  the  said  first 
account,  and  the  forty-two  days^  service  charged  in  the 
said  second  account,  were  actually  and  necessarily  per- 
formed by  the  relator  as  suob  commissioner  of  excise,  and 
the  said  sum  of  $17.62  necessarily  expended  by  him  in  the 
discharge  of  his  duties  as  such  commissioner,  during  the 
said  year. 

To  this  writ  the  defendants  return,  that  the  relator  did 
present  his  bill  for  services  claimed  to  have  been  rendered 
as  such  commissioner,  for  eleven  days'  service,  giving  a 
copy  of  the  bill,  at  $30,  being  for  ten  days'  attendance  of 
said  relator  at  the  board  of  oommissioners  of  excise^  as 
charged  in  said  bill,  disallowing  $3  charged  therein  for  one 
day  making  report  to  supervisors.  Also,  that  the  relator 
did  afterwards,  and  during  their  session,  present  another 
bill,  as  set  forth  in  the  writ,  (giving  a  copy  of  the  bill  in 
detail,  eonsiating  of  services,  from  time  to  time,  in  attend- 
ing justices'  and  other  courts,  traveling  to  get  and  serve 
subpoenas,  and  consult  counsel,  and  attend  to  complaints, 
and  settle  with  treasurer,  and  of  expenditures  ip  so  travel- 
ing, and  in  and  about  various  suits,)  and  that  they  allowed 
said  bill  at  $17.62,  for  the  disbursements  charged  therein, 
and  that  *'  the  residue  was  examined,  considered,  rejected 
and  not  allowed  by  the  said  board  of  supervisors."  The 
return  further  proceeds  to  deny  the  performance  of  the 
services,  and  oharges  in  the  bill,  except  as  allowed  by 
them  ;  and  that  the  relator  performed  more  than  ten  days' 
service,  by  virtue  of  any  requirement  of  any  law  of  this 
state,  or  that  any  part  of  the  second  bill  is  legally  charge- 
able against  the  county  of  Cortland. 

The  relator  put  in  a  plea  to  the  return,  reiterating  the 
allegations  of  the  writ  above  mentioned,  and  averring  that 
no  objection  was  made  by  defendants  to  either  of  said  bills, 
except  that  defendants  were  not  authorized  to  allow  the 
relator  for  more  than  ten  days'  service,  and  that  tho  por- 
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tions  of  the  bills  not  allowed  were  rejected  for  the  reason 
that  in  the  opinion  of  the  defendants  the  law  only  autho- 
rized them  to  audit  and  allow  the  relator's  bill  for  ten 
days'  service  as  snch  excise  commissioner,  and  for  no  other 
reason ;  also  alleging  that  the  second  bill  was  audited  and 
allowed  at  $99.63,  but  subsequently  reconsidered  and 
allowed  at  $17.62,  as  above  stated. 

To  this  plea  the  defendants  put  in  a  reply,  admitting 
that  the  two  bills  were  audited  and  allowed  at  $30  and 
$17.62,  respectively,  and  that  the  relator  was  one  of  the 
commissioners  of  excise  of  said  county,  and  denying  every 
other  allegation  in  the  plea. 

In  connection  with  these  pleadings,  the  parties  submit  a 
copy  of  the  proceedings  of  the  board  of  supervisors  of 
Cortland  county  for  the  year  1860,  in  which  appears  the 
following :  "  Mr.  Kingman  offered  the  following  preamble 
and  resolution,  which  were  adopted :  Whereas  it  appears 
that  a  bill  of  Samuel  Plumb  (one  of  the  excise  commission- 
ers of  Cortland  county)  has  been  audited  by  this  board  for 
$99.63,  for  services  and  disbursements,  which  bill  is  con- 
trary to  the  express  provisions  of  the  statute,  which  says, 
that '  in  no  case  shall  a  greater  compensation  be  allowed 
than  three  dollars  ($3)  per  day,  for  ten  days,'  therefore 
resolved,  that  the  said  bill  be  referred  back  to  this  board 
for  further  action." 

The  bill  was  accordingly  taken  from  the  file  and  reviewed 
by  the  full  board.  *'  Mr.  Kingman  moved  that  the  said  bill 
of  Samuel  Plumb  be  rejected.  By  consent,  the  vote  on  the 
resolution  was  laid  over  until  to-morrow  morning,  at  nine 
o'clock."  The  minutes  of  the  next  day  proceed :  "  The 
board  took  up  the  business  of  reconsidering  Samuel 
Plumb's  bill,  which  had  been  laid  over  by  consent  to  this 
hour.  Mr.  Spencer  offered  an  amendment  to  Mr.  King- 
man's resolution,  previously  offered,  to  reject  the  bill ;  that 
this  board  audit  Mr.  Plumb's  bill  at  the  sum  of  $17.63,  that 
being  the  amount  of  his  disbursements  over  and  above  his 
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credits,  as  shown  by  his  bill.  The  amendment  was  adopted. 
The  question  then  recurred  upon  the  original  resolution  as 
amended,  which  was  adopted." 

The  case  is  thus  brought  before  the  court  upon  these 
pleadings  and  this  evidence,  at  special  term,  and  must  be 
regarded  as  tried  by  the  court  upon  waiver  of  a  jury  by 
the  parties.  As  the  case  is  presented  upon  the  pleadings 
and  evidence  furnished  by  this  extract  from  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  defendants,  I  think  it  fairly  appears  that  the 
portions  of  the  bill  rejected  were  disallowed  on  the  ground 
that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  defendants,  the  statute  prohib- 
ited their  allowance ;  or,  as  stated  in  the  resolution,  the 
express  provision  of  the  statute  is,  that  '*  in  no  case  shall 
a  greater  compensation  be  allowed  than  three  dollars  per 
day  for  ten  days."  Whether  they  were  rejected  on  this 
ground  or  not,  was  a  fact  properly  in  issue,  and,  it  seems 
to  me,  the  only  issuable  fact  of  those  put  in  issue  by  the 
pleadings  in  this  proceeding.  It  is  of  no  consequence  here, 
whether  the  time  charged  for,  was  actually  or  necessarily 
spent  by  the  relator  in  the  services  alleged,  or  not.  If  the 
defendants  were  not  satisfied  as  to  either  of  those  facts, 
and  rejected  the  charges  for  such  reason,  their  decision  was 
final,  however  the  facts  might  be  ;  so  that  those  facts  can- 
not be  inquired  of  here.  But  if  the  defendants  rejected 
these  items  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  prohibited  their 
allowance,  that  view  precluded  the  examination  contem- 
plated by  the  statute  under  which  the  board  of  supervisors 
act  in  the  settlement  of  accounts  against  their  counties. 
That  statute  provides  that  boards  of  supervisors  of  each 
county  in  the  state  shall  have  power,  &c.  **to  examine, 
settle  and  allow  all  accounts  chargeable  against  such 
county."  (1  R.  S.,  367,  ^4,  sub.  2,  1*^  ed.)  That  is,  in  re- 
gard to  accounts  which  are  of  a  kind  chargeable  against 
their  counties,  they  are  to  examine  and  decide  whether 
they  have  been  actually  and  properly  incurred,  and  their 
decisions  in  these  respects  are  final.     (9  Wend.  JR.,  508 ; 


124  NEW  YORK  PRACJTICE  REPORTS. 

People  ear  rel.  Plamb  sgt.  SupetTiBon  of  Clorttand* 

26  Barb.,  118 ;  2  Sandf.  S.  C.  R.,  472  j  21  Hmp.,  117.) 
Their  jurisdiction  in  regard  to  acoonnts  is  limited  to  such 
as  are  by  law  chargeable  to  their  coanties.  If  they  allow 
accounts  which  are  not  legally  so  chargeable,  their  decision 
is  not  only  not  conclusive,  but  of  no  force  or  validity. 
{People  ex  rel.  Kelly  agt.  Huws,  21  Hew.,  117.)  And  on 
the  other  hand,  if  they  decide  that  an  account,  which  is 
legally  chargeable  against  the  county,  is  not  so,  and  there- 
fore reject  it,  their  decision  is  of  no  binding  force,  and  they 
may,  notwithstanding,  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to  exa- 
mine the  account  upon  its  merits,  and  reject  or  allow  it, 
according  to  their  judgment  in  that  view  of  it.  {Hall  agt. 
Supervisors  of  Oneida,  19  J.  R.,  259.) 

In  the  case  last  cited,  the  court  say  :  "  The  distinction 
recognized  by  us  is,  that  when  the  inferior  tribunal  has  a 
discretion,  and  proceeds  to  exercise  it,  we  have  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  control  that  discretion  by  mandamus.  But  if  the 
subordinate  public  agents  refuse  to  act,  or  to  entertain  the 
question  for  their  discretion  in  cases  where  the  law  enjoins 
upon  them  to  do  the  act  required,  it  is  our  office  to  enforoe 
obedience  to  the  law  by  mandamus,  in  cases  where  no  other 
legal  remedy  exists."  And  after  showing  that  *'  the  ques- 
tion raised  before  the  board  of  supervisors  was  not,  whether 
the  applicant  claimed  more  than  a  reasonable  compensa- 
tion for  his  services,  but  whether  the  account  was  legally 
chargeable  against  the  county,"  and  that  "  the  supervisors 
denied  that  he  had  any  legal  claim  which  they  were  bound 
to  audit  and  allow,"  the  court  proceeds  to  say :  *'  Now  this 
shows  clearly,  that  the  supervisors  did  not  entertain  the 
question  whether  $30  or  any  other  sum  was  a  reasonable 
allowance  for  the  services  rendered.  Th)i.t  would  have 
been  a  matter  for  their  discretion,  over  which  we  exercise 
no  control.  The  supervisors  acted  upon  the  principle  that 
the  applicant  had  no  legal  claim.  *  *  If  it  be  a  legal 
claim,  then  we  have  no  doubt  of  our  jurisdiction  to  instruet 
and  guide  the  supervisors  in  the  execution  of  their  duty, 
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by  fMLndamtu;  not  to  control  their  discretion  in  judging 
what  is  a  reasonable  compensation  for  such  services,  but  to 
compel  them  to  admit  the  claim  as  a  county  charge,  and  to 
exercise  their  discretion  as  to  the  amount/'  This  view  is 
fortified  by  the  case  of  The  King  agt.  The  Justices  of  Kent, 
(14  East.y  395,)  in  which  Lord  Ellenbobough  said:  '^If 
the  justices  had  rejected  the  application  in  the  exercise  of 
the  discretion  vested  in  them  by  the  legislature,  the  court 
would  not  interfere ;  but  if  they  had  rejected  it  on  the 
ground  now  stated,  that  they  had  no  power  to  grant  it,  the 
court  woEld  interfere  so  far  as  to  set  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
magistrates  in  motion,  by  directing  them  to  hear  and  de- 
termine upon  the  application." 

In  the  case  at  bar,  as  already  stated,  it  appears  that  the 
defendants  rejected  the  disallowed  portions  of  the  account 
on  the  ground  that  they  had  no  power  to  allow  them.  If 
tbey  might  legally  have  allowed  them,  they  refitsed  to  enter- 
tain  the  question  of  their  discretion;  so  that  the  case  is  made 
to  turn  upon  the  question  whether,  as  the  defendants  as- 
sumed, the  commissioners  of  excise  are  limited  in  respect 
to  the  services  which  they  are  to  perform  and  charge  for 
to  ten  days.  I  do  not  think  they  are ;  but  that  the  act 
plainly  contemplates  that  they  shall  not  only  control  the 
granting  of  licenses,  but  also  that  they  shall  bring  suits  for 
such  of  the  penalties  as  are  not  specially  required  to  be 
sued  for  by  other  persons.  The  limitation  is  expressly  con-  • 
fined  to  the  time  they  shall  spend  in  their  meetings  for  the 
purpose  of  granting  licenses. 

The  22d  section  requires  that  the  penalties  imposed  by 
the  act,  except  those  provided  for  in  sections  8,  15  and  19, 
shall  be  sued  for  and  recovered  in  the  name  of  the  board 
of  commissioners  of  excise.  There  is  in  the  act  no  other 
provision  made  for  the  bringing  of  the  suits  contemplated 
by  this  section,  except  the  one  in  section  30,  which  is  as 
follows  :  *'  In  case  the  parties  or  persons  whose  duties  it 
is  by  the  provisions  of  this  act  to  prosecute,  shall  neglect 
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to  prosecute  for  any  penalty  provided  by  this  act,  for  the 
period  of  ten  days  after  complaint  to  them  that  any  provi- 
sion of  this  act  has  been  violated,  accompanied  with  rea- 
sonable proof  of  the  same,  any  other  person  may  prosecute 
therefor  in  the  name  of  the  board  of  commissioners  of  ex- 
cise." From  these  two  sections,  constituting  as  they  do 
all  the  provisions  of  the  act  in  regard  to  the  duty  of  pro- 
secuting for  the  penalties  contemplated  by  the  22d  section, 
the  necessary  implication  is,  that  the  board  of  commission- 
ers of  excise  are  charged  with  that  duty,  and  that  where 
suits  are  to  be  brought  in  their  name^  they  are  to  be 
brought  by  them^  except  in  the  case  provided  for  in  the  30th 
section.  If  they  are  to  bring  suits,  they  are  to  be  entitled 
to  receive  $3  per  day  for  the  time  necessarily  spent  in  the 
performance  of  this  duty,  according  to  section  5,  as  well  as 
for  that  spent  in  granting  licenses.  The  provision  of  sec- 
tion 5  on  this  subject  is  as  follows :  "  No  fee  or  reward 
shall  be  taken  by  any  board  of  excise,  or  by  any  member 
thereof,  for  any  license  to  keep  an  inn,  tavern  or  hotel,  or 
to  sell  strong  or  spiritous  liquors,  or  for  any  service  required 
of  such  hoard;  nor  shall  any  compensation  be  retained  by 
any  such  board,  or  by  any  member  thereof,  or  by  any  clerk 
thereof,  out  of  the  excise  money,  but  the  whole  amount 
thereof  shall  be  paid  over  to  the  county  treasurers  for  the 
use  of  the  poor  in  the  several  counties  ;  but  the  persons 
composing  such  boards  of  excise  shall  be  entitled  each  to 
receive  the  sum  of  three  dollars  per  day  for  services  actu- 
ally performed,  to  he  allowed  and  paid  in  like  manner  as 
other  county  charges;  and  no  other  or  greater  compensation 
shall  be  allowed." 

I  think,  therefore,  the  relator  is  not  confined  in  his  right 
to  charge  per  diem  for  services,  to  the  ten  days  to  which 
the  board  is  restricted  in  the  granting  of  licenses.  It  is 
the  duty  of  the  board  to  prosecute  for  penalties  incurred, 
and  the  members  of  the  board  have  the  right  to  charge  for 
the  time  spent  in  the  performance  of  that  duty ;  and  where 
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they  preaent  their  accoants  to  the  board  of  supervisors, 
properly  made  out  and  verified,  it  is  the  daty  of  such  board 
to  receive  and  act  upon  them.  If  they  refuse  to  do  this, 
the  authority  of  this  court  may  be  invoked  to  compel  them. 

I  think,  therefore,  the  relator  is  entitled  to  a  peremptory 
niandamus  directing  the  defendants  to  examine  the  accounts 
upon  the  merits.  But  as  was  said  by  Lord  Ellenborough, 
in  King  agt.  Justices  of  Kent^  {supra,)  I  **  do  not,  by  grant- 
ing this  mandamus,  at  all  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  that 
discretion  which  the  legislature  meant  to  confide  to  the  " 
board  of  supervisors.  I  only  say,  that  they  have  a  discre- 
tion to  exercise  in  deciding  whether  the  relator  has  per- 
formed the  services,  and  if  so,  whether  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  them  ought  to  have  been  performed  or  ought  to 
have  been  omitted,  and  consequently  whether  the  account 
shall  be  allowed  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  disallowed  in  whole 
or  in  part.  To  such  effect  must  be  the  command  of  the 
writ. 

I  may  here  remark,  that  I  do  not  agree  with  the  defend- 
ants in  the  position  taken  by  them,  that  the  action  does  not 
lie  against  the  board  of  supervisors,  but  should  have  been 
brought  against  the  supervisors  *' individually,  specifying 
in  the  process,  pleadings  and  proceedings,  their  name  of 
office,"  pursuant  to  2  R.  5.,  474,  ^  96,  1st  ed.  This  is  not 
an  action  against  the  '*  officers  named  in  the  preceding  92d 
section,"  to  which  the  provision  of  the  96th  section  refers. 
It  is  made  the  duty  of  the  board  of  supervisors  of  each 
county  to  examine,  settle  and  allow  all  accounts  chargeable 
against  the  county,  as  above  shown.  And  it  is  to  compel 
a  performance  of  this  duty  by  the  board,  and  not  by  the 
supervisors  individually,  that  this  action  is  brought.  Hence 
it  is  properly  brought  against  the  board. 

A  peremptory  mandamus  must  issue,  commanding  the 
defendants  to  examine  the  said  accounts,  with  the  yiew 
above  stated.  The  relator  is  entitled  to  his  costs  of  this 
action. 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT. 

Humphrey  H.  Crary  agt.  The  Schooner  El  Dorado,  her 
tackle,  &c. 

HeritoTioaB  serrioeg  rendered  by  a  steam-tag  in  our  harbors,  in  laving  a  TMsel  beset 
with  ioe,  eannot  be  plaoed  on  the  basis  of  salvage  services  in  their  proper  aaoept- 
ation.  A  branch  of  the  employment  of  steam-tugs,  daring  the  season  of  ice,  is 
to  aid  vessels  in  moving  their  positions  to  all  parts  of  the  harbor. 

A  steam-tag  aiding  a  vessel  thas  beset,  is  not  regarded  in  the  ofaaracter  of  a  volan- 
teer  governed  by  Impulses  of  humanity,  leaving  her  own  pursuits  and  devoting 
herself  to  the  rescue  of  another,  with  no  riew  to  compensation,  but  upon  the  final 
snocess  of  her  efforts.  Her  servicesvtand  essentially  on  different  grounds :  1.  They 
impose  no  nnauthorised  or  wrongful  risks  upon  their  owners.  2.  They  may  have 
a  reward,  whether  needed  or  not,  and  will  not  necessarily  lose  it  because  the  ser- 
vices undertaken  by  them  fail  of  being  accomplished.  8.  They  differ  from  sal- 
Tors,  because  they  pursue  and  solicit  the  employment,  and  hold  themselTef  pre- 
pared to  fulfil  a  call  to  it,  whenever  made.  They  act  notoriously  as  tow- vessels; 
as  such,  bargains  made  by  them  to  render,  for  a  compensation,  services  which 
otherwise  might  be  salvage  services,  will  be  upheld,  unless  the  case  is  clear  that 
the  bargain  is  a  means  of  coercing  an  exorbitant  price.  In  such  case,  the  eourt 
will  not  permit  the  fears  or  weakness  or  ignorance  of  a  party  to  be  made  the  occa- 
sion of  inequitable  exactions  from  him. 

In  an  action  brought  by  the  tag  against  a  schooner  and  her  cargo,  to  whom  services 
of  a  salvage  character  were  rendered  by  the  tug  in  saving  her  from  the  ice  by 
which  she  was  beset,  the  court  dismissed  the  libel  against  the  cargo,  but  decreed 
against  the  bottom,  with  costs,  for  a  reasonable  compensation. 

Before  Hon.  S.  R.  Betts,  District  Judge. 

This  libel  was  filed  by  the  owners  of  the  steam-tng  C.  P. 
Smith,  to  recover  a  salvage  compensation  for  services  ren- 
dered to  the  schooner.  The  libellants  alleged  that  the 
schooner,  with  a  cargo  of  molasses  on  board,  was  lying  at 
anchor  in  the  North  river,  surrounded  by  heavy  ice,  by 
reason  of  which  she  was  in  great  danger,  and  those  on 
board  of  her  hailed  the  steam-tug,  and  agreed  to  give  $1,000 
to  be  towed  to  a  place  of  safety,  which  the  tug  succeeded 
in  doing,  suffering  great  damage  herself  in  the  service,  and 
they  claimed  to  recover  the  sum  of  $1,000.  It  was  proved 
that  the  tug  had  been  employed  in  towing  other  vessels, 
which  were  near  the  El  Dorado,  on  that  morning ;  that 
/ 
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she  was  engaged  in  the  service  only  a  few  hours,  and  that 
the  captain  of  the  schooner  was  not  on  board,  but  the  mate 
was,  who,  as  the  claimants  alleged,  could  not  make  any 
binding  agreement  in  the  premises;  that  the  customary 
compensation  to  tugs  for  aid  of  that  description  was  $20 
an  hour,  and  no  case  was  shown  where  more  than  $350  had 
been  paid. 

D.  McMahon,  for  libellant. 

E.  G.  Benedict,  far  claimants. 

Betts,  J.  The  recovery  in  this  case  cannot  be  justly 
placed  on  the  basis  of  salvage  services  in  their  proper  ac- 
ceptation in  law,  nor  on  the  footing  of  a  specific  bargain 
by  the  person  in  command  of  the  schooner,  to  pay  $1,000 
for  the  towage  undertaken  to  be  performed  on  the  part  of 
the  libellant. 

The  libellant's  tug  was  employed  in  the  towage  business 
in  this  harbor,  and  out  to  and  in  return  from  the  sea ;  and 
an  essential  branch  of  the  employment  of  steam-tugs  on 
those  grounds,  during  the  season  of  ice,  is  to  aid  vessels  in 
moving  their  positions  to  all  parts  of  the  harbor,  and  from 
pier  to  pier  along  the  docks  on  each  face  of  the  city. 

The  customary  rate  of  compensation  to  these  tugs,  for 
aid  of  that  description,  is  $20  per  hour  for  the  time  they 
are  engaged  with  a  vessel  and  in  going  to  her.  The  remu- 
neration is  enhanced  in  cases  of  great  peril  or  extraordi- 
nary exertions,  but  no  case  was  proved  on  the  trial  in 
which  more  than  $350  had  been  received  for  this  class  of 
services  rendered  within  the  harbor. 

Boats  are  built  and  equipped  for  this  special  business, 
and  kept  engaged  in  it  at  all  periods  of  the  year.  The  use 
of  this  kind  of  craft  has  grown  to  be  one  of  the  necessities 
of  commerce  and  navigation  in  this  port,  and  the  demand 
for  their  services  has  brought  into  use  a  numerous  flotilla 
of  steam-tugs,  who,  like  the  pilots,  are  always  to  be  had, 
Vol.  XXIV.  9 
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to  give  vessels  'the  advantages  of  their  capacities  in  every 
season  and  under  every  circumstance  in  which  they  can  be 
employed.  The  constancy  of  the  demand  guarantees  also, 
in  the  average,  a  remunerative  reward  for  the  services  they 
render,  if  it  is  not  absolutely  assured  them  in  each  indi- 
vidual case. 

It  has  not  as  yet  been  attempted  to  measure  that  reward 
by  an  absolute  scale  of  charges,  it  being  probably  found 
that  the  competition  in  business  and  the  mutual  interest 
of  employers  and  employees  will  secure  to  this  branch  of 
industry  an  adequate  compensation,  and  still  restrain  its 
exactions  within  reasonable  limits. 

A  change  so  fundamental  in  inter-territorial  and  coast 
navigation,  since  the  foundation  of  the  principles  of  mari- 
time jurisprudence,  renders  those  rules  defining  the  relation 
of  helping  vessels  to  those  relieved  by  them  in  distress,  in 
a  great  degree  inapplicable.  The  new  condition  of  things 
introduced  by  this  modem  agency,  created  for  the  conven- 
iency  and  relief  of  vessels,  either  found  in  want  of  assist- 
ance, or  in  apprehension  of  needing  it,  no  longer  places  the 
relieving  vessel  in  the  character  of  a  volunteer,  governed 
by  impulses  of  humanity,  leaving  her  own  pursuits,  and 
devoting  herself  to  the  rescue  of  another  in  peril,  with  no 
view  to  compensation  but  upon  the  final  success  of  her 
efforts,  attended  with  the  hazard  of  sacrificing  herself  or 
her  voyage  in  the  adventure. 

The  courts  apply  their  powers  earnestly  to  encourage 
and  stimulate  salvage  services  of  that  grade,  by  payments 
for  them,  not  restricted  to  the  amount  of  benefit  actually 
conferred,  but  measured  also  with  a  view  to  the  meritorious 
motive  of  the  acts,  and  considerations  of  public  policy. 

Steam-tugs  stand  essentially  on  different  grounds.  They 
impose  no  unauthorized  or  wrongful  risks  upon  their 
owners.  They  may  have  a  reward,  whether  needed  or  not, 
and  will  not  necessarily  lose  it  because  the  service  under- 
taken by  them  fails  being  accomplished ;  and  what  differs 
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vitally  their  aid  from  that  of  vessels  casually  coining  upon 
one  in  distress,  is,  that  the  steam-tugs  pursue  and  solicit 
the  employment,  or  hold  themselves  prepared  to  fulfill  a  call 
to  it  whenever  made. 

Those  considerations  no  way  detract  from  their  claim 
to  an  adequate  recompense,  nor  impair  the  importance  of 
their  services  to  the  interests  and  safety  of  navigation ;  but 
they  demonstrate  that  the  new  relationship  with  other  ves- 
sels, introduced  by  the  establishment  of  this  class  of  ves- 
sels, no  longer  entitles  them  to  claim  the  character  of  salv- 
ors in  most  instances  where  it  might,  by  maritime  courts, 
be  readily  attributed  to  vessels  not  devoted  to  this  special 
pursuit,  having' become  a  kind  of  public  calling. 

They  act  notoriously  as  tow-vessels.  They  seek  that 
business,  and  undertake  to  assist  vessels  in  that  manner. 
When  no  other  than  towage  service  is  performed,  there  can 
be  no  propriety,  in  respect  to  that  craft,  in  characterizing 
and  rendering  it  as  a  salvage.  The  courts  possess  ample 
authority  to  adapt  the  recompense  for  towage  in  extraor- 
dinary cases,  to  their  exigencies,  or  it  may,  when  not  re- 
strained by  positive  law,  augment  the  ordinary  amount  of 
pilotage  to  meet  the  difficulties  and  merits  of  the  service, 
without  exalting  it  to  a  salvage  compensation. 

Parties,  moreover,  are  free  to  bargain  for  themselves, 
and  their  agreements  will  be  regarded  as  fair  indicia  of 
what  might  properly  be  claimed,  when  the  case  is  clear  of 
all  overreaching  or  misapprehension,  and  will,  as  a  common 
practice,  decree  in  conformity  with  the  agreement. 

But  they  will  not  allow  their  powers  to  be  used  as  means 
of  covering  the  fulfillment  of  exorbitant  or  unconscionable 
bargains,  however  they  may  have  been  obtained.  The 
court  will  be  governed  by  the  facts  in  proof,  with  a  dispo- 
sition always  to  uphold  the  agreement  of  parties,  but  with 
inflexible  resolution  not  to  permit  the  fears  or  weakness  or 
ignorance  of  a  party  to  be  made  the  occasion  of  inequita* 
ble  exactions  from  him. 
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I  do  not  go  over,  on  this  occasion,  the  evidence  in  the 
cause ;  but  I  am  satisfied  from  it,  that  the  demand  of  $1,000 
for  the  services  rendered,  whether  placed  upon  the  agree- 
ment of  the  master  of  the  schooner  or  on  the  worth  of  the 
service,  is  unreasonably  beyond  what  onght  to  be  awarded 
the  tng. 

When  the  views  of  the  court  are  fully  expressed,  it  may 
be  proper  to  notice  the  particulars  of  the  transaction,  and 
the  reasons  conducing  to  the  adoption  of  the  sum  now  de- 
creed the  libellaut,  difiering  so  widely  as  it  does  from  what 
the  libellant  contends  he  has  proved — ^a  positive  contract 
to  pay  him,  and  that  which  the  claimants  suppose  they 
establish  to  be  a  full  recompense  for  the  service. 

The  decree  will  be,  that  the  libellant  recover  against  the 
schooner,  her  tackle,  &c.,  (in  this  cause,)  $350,  and  his 
taxed  costs.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  arrest  and 
attachment  of  the  cargo  on  board  the  said  schooner  be  dis- 
charged, with  costs  to  the  claimants  to  be  taxed  against 
the  libellant. 

Decree  accordingly. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Lucie  N.  Collins  agt.  Jane  Heather. 

Whtn^  aftflV  » triftl  tad  rerdiot  for  rent  due,  Jvdgmeat  wm  entered  and  ezeentton 
ivned  against  the  defendant^  and  the  defendant  mored  to  let  aside  the  jadgment 
and  ezeention  on  the  gronnd  (disoloaed  for  the  first  time)  that  she  was  a  married 

BMy  the  eridenoe  showing  that  her  husband  had  been  absent  from  the  state  a  long 
time,  and  tending  to  show  that  she  kept  a  boarding-house  on  har  own  aoooant» 
that  the  motion  be  denied,  wUh  eoete. 

Jfew  York  Special  Term,  June,  1862. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  rent.  The  defence  was, 
surrender  of  the  lease  and  payment.  Upon  the  trial  in 
March,  1862,  before  Mr.  Justice  Jameb  and  a  jury,  a  ver- 
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diet  waB  given  for  the  plaioti£  Jadgme^t  was  en^eredi 
and  execution  thereon  wai  iasued.  A  motion  was  then 
made  by  the  defendant  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and  exe* 
cution,  on  the  ground  that  defendant  was  a  married  woopiaA 
when  she  hired  the  premises  in  question  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  still  remained  such ;  that  she  was  not,  therefore,  per- 
sonally liable  for  the  rent,  and  that  no  action  could  be 
maintained  or  judgment  given  against  her  personally.  The 
question  of  coverture  was  not  raised  at  the  trial,  nor  did 
the  fact  iippear  at  any  stage  of  the  case  prior  to  the  motion. 
It  was  conceded  that  defendant's  husband  was,  and  for  a 
long  time  had  been,  absent  from  this  state.  The  oppoiS- 
ing  affidavits  tended  to  show  that  defendant  was  keepings 
boardiug-house  on  her  own  account,  and  had  occupied  the 
plaintiff's  said  pcemises  for  that  purpose. 

Richard  Busteed,  fw  the  motion. 
Edwards  &  Odell,  opposed,  cited  Code,  §§  144, 14T-8  ; 
-    iE.  D.  Smith,  125 ;  2  Buer,  679  ;  21  How.,  309 ; 
13  Ahh.,  13. 

Barnard,  Justice,  after  consideration,  denied  the  motion^ 
with  costs. 


NEW  YORK  SXJPERIOR  COURT. 
Albert  G.  Lawrence  agt.  Freeman  Derby  and  others. 

Wbore  it  is  apparent,  by  adadasioni  in  tlw  aotimr,  thM  it  italaa  crliriM,  It  wiU 
be  rtrieken  oot  as  raoh,  although  verified. 

Special  Term,  Jfovember,  1862. 

Robertson,  J.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  writ,  by 
virtue  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  arrested,  was  cansed  to  be 
issued  by  the  defendants.  The  answer  alleges  that  they 
have  no  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form  a 
belief  of  the  alle8;ations  of  the  complaint  not  therein  admit- 
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ted,  or  of  either  or  any  of  them.  The  defendants  mnst 
know  whether  they  caused  the  writ  to  be  issued.  If  their 
intervention  be  such  as  to  render  it  doabtfol  whether  it 
was  causing  the  writ  to  be  issued,  they  can  state  what  they 
did,  and  deny  that  they  in  any  other  way  caused  it  to  be 
issued.  If  the  facts  stated  show  they  did  not  cause  it,  a 
demurrer  would  determine  it  in  their  favor,  or  they  would 
have  the  benefit  of  them,  if  denied  and  proved  on  the  trial. 

There  is  no  such  pleading  as  a  general  issue  under  the 
present  system.  A  party  is  bound  to  verify  his  pleading, 
and  if  he  does  so,  and  any  of  his  allegations  are  untrue,  the 
plaintiff  has  a  right  to  strike  out  his  pleading  as  sham. 
{The  People  agt.  McCumber,  18  Jf.  Y.  R.,  323.)  This  over- 
rules all  previous  decisions  to  the  contrary.  The  complaint 
is  sworn  to  ;  there  is  nothing  in  the  answer  to  contradict 
it,  except  the  oath  of  one  defendant,  that  none  of  them 
know  anything  about  it.  No  addition&l  affidavit  is  neces- 
sary. It  is  apparent,  by  the  admission  on  the  face  of  the 
answer,  that  it  is  sham  or  false. 

It  is  not  sufficient  to  strike  out  the  ignoring  of  the  alle- 
gation as  to  issuing  the  writ  and  leave  the  rest  to  stand, 
because  there  would  be  no  defence  left. 

The  answer  must  be  stricken  out  as  sham,  with  $10  costs 
to  the  plaintiff,  with  liberty  to  the  defendants,  within  ten 
days,  on  filing  and  serving  an  affidavit  of  merits,  to  put  in 
a  new  answer  on  stipulating  to  allow  the  date  of  issue  to 
remain  as  it  now  is,  and  take  short  notice  of  trial. 

Gunning  S.  Bebfo&d,  Jk.,  far  motion. 
Lton  &  PoRTBR,  opposed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Lafayette  D.  Holstein  agt.  Dan  Bice. 

Wh&n  MuppUmeiUarf  ^oeetdings,  haring  been  eomm«toed  tad  eontiiraed  h^ffun 
a  eowUff  judge,  antil  an  order  was  iwued  for  the  defendant  to  sfaow  caiue  why  an 
attachment  for  contempt  shonld  not  be  iesned  agaiogt  him,  and  failing  to  ihow 
canaoj  the  attaehment  was  iseaed  and  pot  into  the  hands  of  an  oAeer  for  serriee, 
and  before  the  serriee  the  eonntj  jndge  went  out  of  qgUe,  baring  prerionsly 
transferred  these  prooeedings  to  his  snooessor  in  office, 

SeU,  that  the  proceedings  were  properly  continued  before  the  saceenor  in  oflicc. 
An  order  of  a  county  judge,  dismissing  proceedings  on  in  attachment  for  eon- 
tempt  against  the  defendant  in  supplementary  proceedinge,  is  appealable  to  the 
general  term. 

Albany  General  Term,  May,  1862. 
HoGEBOOM,  Pecxhah  and  Miller,  Justices, 
Appeal  from  order  made  by  county  judge  of  Albany 
county,  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution.  On 
the  11th  of  January,  1858,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judg- 
ment in  the  supreme  court,  against  the  defendant,  for 
$1,472.63,  damages  and  costs.  Execution  having  been 
issued  thereon,  and  returned  unsatisfied,  the  plaintiff,  on 
the  7th  of  June,  1859,  obtained  an  order  for  the  defend- 
ant's examination,  under  section  292  of  the  Code.  On  the 
return  day  the  defendant  appeared,  and  the  examination 
was  commenced,  and  adjourned  to  a  subsequent  day.  On 
the  adjourned  day  the  defendant  did  not  appear,  and  an 
order  was  made  on  him  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not 
be  punished  for  a  contempt.  This  order  was  personally 
served.  At  the  time  appointed,  no  cause  was  shown,  and 
the  proceedings  were  adjourned  from  time  to  time,  on  ap- 
plication of  defendant's  counsel.  On  the  20th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1859,  Judge  Robinson  issued  an  attachment  for  the 
arrest  of  the  defendant.  Unsuccessful  efforts  were  made 
to  serve  the  attachment.  On  the  30th  December,  1859, 
Judge  Robinson  made  an  order  transferring  the  proceed- 
ings to  Judge  WoLFOBD,  his  successor  in  office,  who  took 
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office  on  the  first  of  January,  1860.  On  the  20th  of  Jan* 
nary,  1862,  notice  of  such  substitution  was  served  on  the 
defendant.  On  the  25th  of  January,  1862,  Judge  Wolford 
issued  an  attachment  for  the  arrest  of  the  defendant,  on 
which  the  defendant  was  brought  before  him  by  the  sheriff 
of  New  York,  on  the  11th  of  February,  1862,  and  the  judge 
ordered  interrogatories  to  be  filed.  On  the  12th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1862,  such  interrogatories  were  filed  and  served  on 
defendant,  and  proceedings  adjourned  to  February  l7th,  to 
liable  him  to  answer.  On  the  17th  of  February,  1862,  the 
parties  appeared,  and  the  defendant  moved  for  his  dis- 
charge upon  the  ground  that  Judge  Wolfo&d  had  no  juris- 
diction. On  the  18th  of  February,  1862,  Judge  Wolfokd 
made  an  order  discharging  the  defendant  from  custody,  on 
the  sole  ground  that  the  proceedings  had  terminated  with 
Judge  Robinson's  term  of  office,  and  that  he  therefore  had 
no  jurisdiction.  On  the  3d  of  March,  1862,  the  plaintiff 
appealed  from  this  order  to  the  general  term. 

Lyman  Tremain,  for  plaintiff,  appellanL 
Anson  Bingham,  for  defendant,  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Hoqeboom,  Justice.  The  plaintiff,  having 
a  judgment  on  which  an  execution  against  the  defendant 
had  been  returned  unsatisfied,  applied,  in  1859,  to  Judge 
BoBiNsoN,  then  county  judge  of  Albany  county,  for  an 
order,  under  section  292  of  the  Code,  to  examine  the  de- 
fendant in  regard  to  his  property.  The  order  was  granted, 
duly  served,  the  defendant  appeared,  and  the  examination 
was  in  part  had,  and  adjourned  to  a  subsequent  day.  On 
such  day  the  defendant  did  not  appear,  and  an  order  was 
issued  and  duly  served,  to  show  cause  why  an  attachment 
should  not  be  issued  against  him.  No  cause  being  shown, 
an  attachment  against  the  defendant  was  issued  by  Judge 
Robinson,  but  failed  of  service  on  account  of  inability  to 
find  the  defendant.     Meanwhile,  on  the  last  of  Decern- 
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ber,  1869,  Judge  Robinson's  term  of  office  expired,  and  be 
made  an  order  transfersing  tbe  nnfinisbed  business  to  his 
successor,  Judge  Wolfosd,  whose  term  of  office  commenced 
on  the  first  of  January,  I860.  In  1862,  Judge  Wolford, 
on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff,  issued  a  new  attachment 
on  the  old  proceedings,  against  the  defendant,  on  which 
the  latter  was  arrested  and  brought  before  him.  Interroga- 
tories were  filed,  and  time  given  to  the  defendant  to  answer* 
On  the  day  appointed  for  answering  he  appeared,  and 
moved  to  dismiss  the  proceedings  upon  the  ground  that 
the  proceedings  before  Judge  Robinson  terminated  with  his 
term  of  office,  and  were  not  and  could  not  be  legally  con- 
tinued before  his  successor ;  that  proceedings  for  contempt 
for  disobedience  of  an  order  in  supplementary  proceedings, 
could  be  heard  and  the  disobedience  punished  only  by  the 
judge  issuing  the  original  order,  and  were,  in  their  nature, 
personal  to  that  officer.  The  county  judge  dismissed  the 
proceedings  and  discharged  the  defendant  from  arrest, 
holding  that  he  had  no  lawful  jurisdiction  over  him.  From 
the  order  thus  discharging  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
appeals  to  the  general  term. 

1.  I  think  the  order  is  appealable,  because  it  defeats  the 
plaintiff  of  a  substantial  right.  The  object  of  the  proceed- 
ings before  Judges  Robinson  and  Wolfobd  was  not  simply 
to  punish  tlie  defendant  for  a  oontempt  of  the  judge's 
order,  but  to  enforce  the  plaintiff's  rights  and  collect  his 
judgment.  The  attachment  was  issued  at  the  instance  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  was  a  necessary  proceeding  to  enable  him 
to  pursue  the  investigation  before  the  judge.  A  contuma* 
cious  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  answer  before 
the  judge,  might  be  punished  by  the  imposition  of  a  fine 
fully  vindicating  the  dignity  of  the  tribunal  for  the  con- 
tempt of  its  order  or  process,  and  fully  indemnifying  the 
prosecuting  party  for  any  pecuniary  loss  he  had  sustained 
thereby.  (2  R.  S.y  p.  536 ;  People  agt.  Compton^  1  Duer, 
515,  532,  533 ;  Livingston  agt.  Swifts  MS.  opinion,  third 
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district.)  It  is  not  necessary  now  to  determine  whether 
the  fine  could  equal  the  plaintiff's,  judgment,  though  I  do 
not  see  why  it  could  not,  if  satisfactory  evidence  was  pre- 
sented to  the  judge  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  that 
amount  of  loss  by  the  contumacy  of  the  defendant. 

2.  The  considerations  already  referred  to,  show  that  the 
proceedings  for  the  attachment  of  the  defendant  had  a 
double  object,  to  wit :  1.  For  the  punishment  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  2.  For  the  indemnity  of  the  plaintiff  and  the 
payment  of  his  judgment.  They  should  not,  therefore, 
except  for  imperative  and  insuperable  objections,  be  per- 
mitted to  fall  through  or  fail  of  their  object,  by  the  acci- 
dental circumstance  of  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  office 
of  the  incumbent  thereof.  The  ends  of  justice  require  that 
the  continuity  of  the  proceedings  should  be  preserved,  if 
possible.  Now,  the  proceedings  under  section  292  and 
subsequent  sections  of  the  Code,  are  either  in  continuation 
of  the  ordinary  proceedings*  in  the  suit,  and  to  be  regarded 
as  a  part  thereof,  as  has  been  held  in  some  cases,  {Dresser 
agt.  Van  Pelt,  15  Haw.,  23 ;  Bank  of  Genesee  agt.  Spencer, 
15  How.j  412,)  or  else  they  are  special  proceedings  out  of 
the  ordinary  course,  bat  having  the  same  general  object  in 
view,  to  wit,  the  collection  of  the  judgment,  as  is  held  in 
several  other  cases,  {Davis  agt.  Turner,  4  Hou).,  190  ;  see  ex 
parte  Ransom,  3  Code  Rep.,  148 ;  JV*.  F.  Central  R.  R.  Co. 
agt.  Marvin,  1  Kern,,  276  ;  Howard^s  Code,  2d  ed.,  p.  2.)  If 
they  come  under  the  first  head,  then  it  would  seem  as  if 
they  were  properly  continued  before  the  successor  in  office 
of  the  officer  before  whom  the  application  was  originally 
made.  And  as  the  suit  itself  in  the  supreme  court,  during 
its  progress,  would  not  abate  by  the  death  or  expiration  of 
the  term  of  office  of  the  justice  before  whom  it  was  pend- 
ing, or  if  he  was  the  sole  judge  of  the  court,  like  the  chan- 
cellor, by  the  death  or  expiration  of  his  term  of  office,  so 
the  proceedings  under  section  292,  which  are  in  the  nature 
of  a  creditor's  bill,  to  enforce  the  judgment,  {Sale  agt. 
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Lawfon,  4  Sanf.  S.  C.  R.,  718,)  ought  not  to  be  permitted 
to  abate  by  the  imavoidable  occurrence  of  an  event  like 
the  expiration  of  the  term  of  o£Sce  of  the  judge  before 
whom  the  proceedings  were  first  instituted, — an  event  not 
possible  to  be  always  foreseen  as  likely  to  occur  during  the 
pendency  of  the  proceedings,  and  one  over  which  the  par- 
ties can  have  no  control.  ' 

The  propriety  of  such  a  rule  would  seem  to  be  manifest 
in  regard  to  the  ordinary  proceedings  before  the  judge ; 
and  if  such  an  event  occurred  while  the  examination  of  the 
case  was  going  on,  or  during  an  adjournment  of  the  hear- 
ing made  for  the  convenience  of  the  parties,  I  should  have 
very  little  doubt,  if,  as  before  assumed,  these  proceedings 
were  to  be  regarded  as  simply  successive  steps  in  the  or- 
derly progress  of  the  suit  towards  its  final  consimmiation, 
that  the  subsequent  proceedings  might  be  appropriately 
pursued  before  the  successor  in  oflSice ;  and  I  have  already 
endeavored  to  show  that  the  proceedings  to  examine  into 
the  causes  of  a  disobedience  to  the  order  of  the  judge  re- 
quiring the  appearance  or  further  examination  of  a  party, 
are  in  an  important  sense  a  part  of  the  orderly  proceedings 
under  this  section  of  the  statute,  inasmuch  as  they  have 
in  view  (beside  the  punishment  of  the  offender)  the  collec- 
tion of  the  plaintiff's  debt. 

3.  If  these  proceedings,  however,  are  to  be  regarded  as 
special  in  their  nature — extraordinary  in  their  character — 
peculiar  in  their  object,  and  not  to  be  classed  among  the 
ordinary  proceedings  in  the  actions  or  the  ordinary  methods 
resorted  to  for  the  consummation  of  those  proceedings  of 
which  the  summons  is  the  first  step, — ^then  the  question 
arises,  whether,  in  the  nature  of  things,  or  from  any  pro- 
visions of  law,  we  can  determine  whether  or  not  they  die 
with  the  officer  before  whom  they  are  commenced,  or  may 
be  continued  before  his  successor. 

This  question  must  be  determined,  I  think,  by  the  con- 
struction to  be  given  to  section  39  (51)  of  art.  2,  tit.  2  of 
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chap.  8  of  part  3  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  (2  R.  S.,  p.  284.) 
This  section  provides  that  "  in  case  of  the  death,  sickness, 
resignation,  removal  from  office,  absence  from  the  county 
of  his  residence,  or  other  disability  of  any  officer  before 
whom  any  special  proceedings  authorized  by  any  statute, 
may  have  been  commenced,  and  where  no  express  provi* 
sion  is  made  by  law  for  the  continuance  of  such  proceed- 
ings, the  same  may  be  continued  by  the  successor  in  office 
of  such  officer,  or  by  any  other  officer  residing  in  the  same 
county,  who  might  have  originally  instituted  each  proceed- 
ings," Ac. 

This  provisiom  being  remedial  in  its  nature,  should  be 
liberally  construed  to  efiectuate  the  object  intended.  That 
object  apparently  was  to  provide  for  the  continuance  of  all 
judicial  proceedings,  except  those  in  ordinary  progress  of 
an  action — ^which  would  be  continued  of  course — and  those 
where  special  provision  had  already  been  made  by  statute, 
j^d  I  think  it  may,  without  violence  to  its  language,  be  so 
construed  as  to  embrace  the  present  case.  In  a  certain 
sense, ''  removal  from  office"  may  be  said  to  embrace  the 
displacement,  departure  or  removal  from  office,  consequent 
upon  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  office  of  the  incumbent, 
but  more  particularly,  I  think,  the  expiration  of  the  term 
of  office  may  be  said  to  create  a  "  disahiiity  of  the  officer 
before  whom  any  special  proceedings  are  instituted."  If  it 
be  said  that  the  term  "  disability  "  means  a  temporary  one, 
or  one  applied  to  a  particular  cause  or  proceeding,  I  answer, 
it  cannot  mean  that  in  the  present  case,  because  the  lan- 
guage is,  "  removal  from  office  "  or  *^  other  disability,"  im- 
plying that  removal  from  office  and  the  permanent  disqualifi- 
cation thereby  induced,  is  one  of  the  "  disabilities  "  to  which 
the  statute  refers.  So  also,  it  would  not  be  a  very  latitu- 
dinarian  construction  (in  order  to  promote  the  ends  of  jus- 
tice) to  read  the  words,  "  where  no  express  provision  is 
made  by  law  for  the  continuance  of  such  proceedings,"  by 
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prefacing  tbem  with  the  words  *'  in  cases,"  and  then  they 
would  plainly  embrace  the  present  proceeding. 

It  is  said  this  section  is  inapplicable  to  the  case  in  hand, 
because  the  statute  is  confined  to  "  special  proceedings," 
and  this  is  not  a  special  proceeding  under  the  definition  of 
the  Code.  I  have  already  referred  to  several  cases  which 
bold  this  is  a  special  proceeding  within  the  definition  of 
the  Code ;  but  I  think  it  sufficient  to  say,  that  the  term  so 
designated  in  the  Revised  Statutes  was  employed  before 
the  enactment  of  the  Code,  and  was  evidently  intended  to 
designate  all  those  which  could  not  with  propriety  be 
classed  under  the  ordinary  proceedings  in  the  action.  In 
such  a  sense  they  are  properly  designated  as  special — that 
is,  out  of  the  ordinary  course. 

4.  It  is  said  that  the  power  to  punish  for  a  contempt  is 
personal  to  the  judge  or  tribunal  whooe  dignity  or  authority 
has  been  treated  with  disrespect ;  and  Shepard  agt.  Dean, 
(13  How.,  174,)  and  Wickes  agt.  Dresser,  (14  How.,  466, 
470,)  are  cited  in  support  of  this  position. 

As  to  the  first  case,  it  must  be  remarked  that  this  ques- 
tion was  not  before  the  court.  The  question  there  was, 
whether  the  judge,  whose  order  was  disobeyed,  or  the 
court  of  which  he  was  a  member,  was  the  proper  tribunal 
to  enforce  the  proceedings  for  a  contempt,  and  it  was  held 
that  it  belonged  to  the  former.  Here,  the  question  is, 
whether  the  successor  of  the  judge  who  has  gone  out  of 
office,  is  in  judgment  of  law  the  officer  or  tribunal  before 
whom  the  proceedings  were  instituted.  If  he  is  not,  the 
party  is  not  punishable  at  all.  Besides,  Judge  Daly's  de- 
cision in  Shepard  agt.  Dean,  is  directly  opposed  to  that  of 
Judge  Clerke  in  Wickes  agt.  Dresser,  (13  How,,  331,)  who 
holds  that  the  court  has  the  inherent  power,  in  a  general 
sense,  of  punishing  as  a  contempt  disobedience  to  orders 
made  hj  judges  out  of  court;  and  that  it  is  a  power  essen- 
tial to  the  efficacious  existence  of  a  judicial  tribunal ;  and 
that  the  power  has  not  been  taken  away  from  the  court  by 
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any  provisions  of  the  Code  relating  to  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings; and  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  Code,  in  the  sec- 
tions in  reference  to  those  proceedings,  plainly  recognizes 
such  power. 

The  case  of  Wickes  agt.  Dresser,  (14  How.,  465,)  only 
decides  that  the  application  to  pnnish  for  a  contempt  under 
supplementary  proceedings,  must  be  made  to  the  judge 
whose  order  has  been  disobeyed,  and  not  to  the  court,  (in 
which  respect  it  is  directly  contradicted  by  the  case  last 
cited,)  btt  decides  nothing  as  to  the  continuity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings before  his  successor  in  office,  or  the  legal  identity 
of  the  two.  If,  therefore,  they  are  in  legal  effect  the  same 
person,  and  if  the  proceedings  for  contempt  are  but  a  mode 
of  obtaining  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  then  the  last 
named  objection  to  this  process  is  unsupported  by  sound 
reason. 

I  think  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  with 
ten  dollars  costs. 


UNITED  STATES  COUBT. 
TJNiTEn  States  agt,  Aylwabd. 

In  order  to  nukke  oonnterfeiting  an  offence  within  the  act  of  oongreM>  (Act  of  1S25, 
eh.  65,  ate,  20,)  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  prosecution  to  show  that  the  prisoner 
made  the  hase  in  exact  resemblance  of  the  troe  coin. 

The  words  *'  simllitnde  "  and  '*  resemblance,"  as  used  in  that  statute,  must  be  con- 
strued to  mean,  not  an  exact  copy,  but  such  a  one  as  might  deceire  an  ordinaiy 
obsexTcr. 

IF  the  spuriou^  article  had  not  a  resemblance  strong  enough  to  deoeiTC  persons  exer- 
cising ordinary  caution,  then  the  passing  was  not  a  public  crime. 

Before  the  Hon.  A.  T.  Judson,  D.  J. 

The  prisoner  in  this  case  was  indicted  for  passing  a  coun- 
terfeit coin,  in  the  similitude  and  resemblance  of  an  English 
sovereign,  made  current  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
He  had  pleaded  guilty  of  passing  the  coin,  but  his  counsel 
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had  taken  exceptioD,  and  called  on  the  district  attorney  to 
bring  into  court  the  alleged  base  coin  for  inspection.  This 
had  been  done.  The  coin  on  the  one  side  bore  a  close 
resemblance  to  a  sovereign,  impressed  with  the  likeness  or 
head  of  the  Qaeen  of  England,  and  the  date  1849,  &c. ;  but 
on  the  reverse  side  was  a  prince,  mounted  on  a  charger, 
with  the  words  "  To  Hanover,''  and  the  figures  1837,  in 
imitation,  somewhat,  of  the  sovereign  of  1824  and  of  a 
double  one  of  1823.  It  was  contended  for  the  defence,  D. 
McMahon,  of  counsel,  that  there  was  not  such  a  similitude 
and  resemblance  between  the  genuine  sovereign  and  this 
counterfeit,  as  to  render  the  passing  of  it  a  crime  within 
the  act  of  congress ;  and  the  counsel  referred  to  the  4M 
Washington  Circuit  Court  Reports,  page  733,  and  the  1st 
LeacKs  Crown  Cases,  {page  76,)  The  King  agt.  Barley. 
J.  Peescott  Hall,  contra. 

The  court,  Judson,  D.  J.,  now  gave 'judgment.  In  sup- 
port of  the  motion  it  might  be  stated  as  a  principle,  that 
if  the  spurious  article  had  not  a  resemblance  strong  enough 
to  deceive  persons  exercising  ordinary  caution,  then  the 
passing  was  not  a  public  crime.  The  cases  relied  upon 
showed  clearly  that  one  ingredient  in  the  crime  was  the 
tendency  of  the  false  coin  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  person 
to  whom  it  was  uttered ;  and  in  both  those  cases  it  was 
apparent  that  the  coins  could  not  deceive  any  one.  So 
also,  it  had  been  held  with  regard  to  promissory  notes.  The 
important  question  arising  here,  was  the  true  import  of 
the  terms  "  similitude  "  and  **  resemblance,''  as  used  in  the 
act.  In  point  of  fact,  these  false  coins  had  a  decided  re- 
semblance to  the  genuine  sovereign,  in  many  particulars ; 
but  in  others  they  wanted  a  strong  similitude.  He  then 
stated  the  points  of  resemblance  and  dissimilarity ;  the 
latter  was  principally  the  difference  between  the  George 
and  the  Dragon  on  the  genuine  sovereign  of  1823  and  1824, 
and  the  prince  galloping  over  the  dragon,  with  the  words 
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«*  To  Hanover,"  and  the  date  "  1837"  as  appeared  on  the 
counterfeit  coins  in  question;  but  these  dissimilarities 
would  only  be  known  by  those  thoroughly  conversant  with 
those  distinctions,  and  a  very  large  portion  of  the  commu- 
nity, who  know  nothing  of  these  marks  of  resemblance, 
might  easily  be  deceived ;  as  in  fact  the  persons  were,  to 
whom  they  were  passed.  It  has  been  stated  by  counsel  for 
the  defence,  that  the  similitude  and  resemblance  should  be 
strong  and  exact ;  but  such  could  not  have  been  the  sense 
in  which  the  words  were  used  in  the  act.  This  construc- 
tion would  let  loose  every  counterfeiter  of  coins,  for  an 
exact  resemblance  would  extend  to  the  metal  itself.  A 
reference  to  the  best  authors,  (some  of  whom  he  quoted,) 
warranted  him  in  saying  that  the  terms,  as  used  in  the  act! 
of  congress,  did  not  mean  an  exact  copy,  but  such  a  one  as 
might  deceive  an  ordinary  observer ;  and  such  were  those 
base  coins. 

The  plea  of  guilty  would  require  judgment  to  be  entered 
against  the  prisoner,  and  he  was  sentenced  to  imprison- 
ment, with  hard  labor,  for  the  term  of  two  years  and  eight 
months. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Aaron  G.  Garner  agt.  Horatio  N.  Wright,  assignee  of 
Tunis  H.  Snyder  and  Peter  Shufelt. 

In  an  action  against  an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  orediton,  bronglit  by  a  creditor 
for  bimself  and  all  other  ereditora  who  might  come  in  and  ayail  themselres  of  the 
action,  claiming  an  accounting  by  the  assignee,  and  that  the  assignment  be  r«- 
formedf  by  sabstitnting  the  proper  name  of  an  indorser  with  the  plaintiff  on  a 
promissory  note  preferred  in  the  assignment,  instead  of  the  name  appearing  in 
the  assignment,  which  was  alleged  to  haTc  been  mentioned  or  copied  by  mistake!* 

Held,  on  demurrer  to  complaint  for  defect  of  parties,  that  the  indorser  of  the  note 
whose  name  was  sought  to  be  substituted  by  another,  and  the  assignors,  together 
with  other  creditors,  standing  in  a  lower  class  than  that  in  which  such  note  waa 
stated^  were  necessary  and  proper  parties^  on  a  reformation  of  the  aaaigiiment. 
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Columbia  Special  Term,  January,  1862. 
Demuk&er  to  complaiot  for  want  of  parties. 

P.  W.  Bishop,  for  plaintiff.  I 

H.  N.  Weight,  in  person,  for  defendant 

HooEBOoM,  Justice.  This  action  is  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiff, as  well  in  his  own  behalf  as  in  behalf  of  all  the  other 
creditors  of  Tunis  H.  Snyder  and  Peter  Shufelt,  who  may 
choose  to  come  in  and  avail  themselves  of  the  benefit  of  the 
action  against  the  defendant  as  the  general  assignee  of  said 
Snyder  and  Shufelt,  (insolvent  debtors,)  under  an  assign- 
sment  dated  the  22d  day  of  November,  1856,  to  require  an 
account  of  the  property  and  effects  which  came  into  the 
hands  of  the  defendant  as  such  assignee,  and  to  compel  him 
to  pay  over  and  distribute  the  sum  found  due  from  him, 
upon  such  accounting,  and  to  recover  of  the  defendant 
the  amount  adjudged  to  be  due  the  plaintiff  on  such  ao- 
counting,  and  for  general  relief.  The  complaint,  among 
other  things,  sets  forth  a  copy  of  the  assignment ;  alleges 
that  certain  specified  accounts,  demands  and  notes  due  to 
the  assignors,  have  been  paid  to  the  assignee,  and  certain 
of  their  property  has  been  sold  and  disposed  of  by  the  as* 
signee ;  that  a  certain  $1,000  note,  due  to  the  Union  Bank 
of  Kinderhook,  first  preferred  in  said  assignment,  has  been 
paid  as  provided  for  therein ;  and  that  the  defendant  has 
realized  out  of  the  assigned  property  sufficient  to  pay  a 
debt  of  $1,400,  next  preferred  therein,  over  and  above  all 
previous  charges  and  the  expenses  of  the  trust  and  debts 
previously  preferred.  In  regard^  to  this  debt  of  $1,400, 
which  is  stated  in  the  assignment  as  a  note  of  $1,400,  dated 
November  4,  1856,  due  to  the  Union  Bank,  payable,  two 
months  from  date,  drawn  by  Snyder  &  Co.,  (the  assignors,) 
and  indorsed  by  Snyder  and  A.  C.  Qarner,  (plaintiff,)  the 
complaint  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  indorser  upon 
said  note,  stated  in  the  assignment  as  indorsed  by  Snyder 
liud  A.  G.  Garner ;  that  said  note  is  the  only  note  men- 
Vol.  XXIV.  10 
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tioned  in  the  second  class  of  preferred  debts ;  that  said 
note  was  in  fact  indorsed  by  plaintiff  and  one  Shufelt;  and 
that  the  name  Snyder  is  a  clerical  error,  mistake  or  blonder 
of  the  draftsman  or  copyist ;  and  that  it  was  the  tme  in- 
tent of  the  assignors  that  the  aforesaid  note  should  have 
been  described  as  indorsed  by  said  Shufelt  and  the  plain- 
tiff; **  and  this  plaintiff  asks  that  the  same  may  be  reformed 
in  that  particular,  if  necessary  to  protect  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff  under  said  assignment."  The  complaint  then  alle- 
ges that  the  plaintiff,  as  one  of  the  indorsers  of  said  note 
with  Shufelt,  has  been  compelled  to  pay  the  sum  of  4500 
thereon,  and  that  the  defendant,  although  often  requested 
to  render  an  account  as  such  assignee,  has  never  done  so, 
but  refused  to  do  so,  until  he  was  prosecuted  for  such 
purpose. 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint,  because  it  seeks 
an  account  and  appropriation  of  property  '*  in  which  one 
Shufelt  and  others  have  an  interest,  and  the  said  Shufelt 
and  the  other  creditors  are  not  joined  as  parties  to  this 
action." 

The  demurrer  is  not  specific  as  to  who  are  the  other 
necessary  parties  besides  Shufelt,  or  who  are  the  other  cre- 
ditors of  the  assignors  ;  and  for  that  reason  the  demurrer 
is  not  entitled  to  a  very  favorable  or  liberal  construction. 
But  taking  (as  we  must)  the  allegations  in  the  complaint 
to  be  true,  it  is  a  part  of  the  relief  sought  in  the  action, 
to  reform  the  assignment  by  declaring  that  a  note  of  $1,400, 
indorsed  by  Shufelt  and  the  plaintiff,  bo  substituted  and 
incorporated  in  the  assignment  as  a  preferred  debt  in  the 
second  class,  instead  of  a  note  indorsed  by  Snyder  and  the 
plaintiff.  There  is  no  allegation  that  there  was  in  fact  no 
note  of  that  amount  indorsed  by  Snyder  and  the  plaintiff; 
and  in  the  absence  of  such  an  allegation,  I  think  we  must 
presume  that  there  was  such  a  note,  or  at  least  one  which 
Snyder  is  interested  to  protect.  Snyder  is  not  made  a 
party  to  this  suit,  and  may  therefore  be  defeated  of  his 
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just  rights,  without  having  an  opportunity  to  be  heard. 
I  regard  him  as  a  necessary  party,  unless  the  complaint  is 
amended  by  inserting  some  allegations  rendering  the  addi- 
tion of  such  a  party  unnecessary.  Moreover,  that  would 
seem  also  to  be  a  question  in  regard  to  which  the  assignors 
have  a  right  to  be  heard.  They  have  made  a  preferential 
assignment,  as  they  had  a  right  to  do  ;  and  the  instrument 
should  not  be  altered  or  reformed,  varying  or  disturbing 
the  order  of  preference,  without  hearing  them  on  the  sub- 
ject. There  is  also  some  doubt  whether  other  creditors, 
who  stand  in  a  lower  class  than  the  one  which  prefers  the 
$1,400  note  in  question,  have  not  a  right  to  be  heard  on 
the  question,  whether  the  assignment  is  to  be  reformed ; 
for  if  it  is  not  to  be,  and  there  is  no  such  note  as  the  one 
described,  indorsed  by  Snyder  and  Garner,  their  debts  may 
come  in  for  a  portion  of  the  fund ;  whereas,  if  it  is  to  be 
reformed,  their  debts  may  be  excluded  by  the  prior  prefer- 
ences absorbing  the  whole  fund.  There  would  seem,  there- 
fore, to  be  great  propriety  in  hearing  what  they  have  to 
say  on  this  subject. 

The  necessity  of  bringing  in  these  parties,  or  some  of 
them,  is  in  no  degree  avoided  by  that  provision  of  the  Code 
which  declares  that  "  when  the  parties  are  very  numerous, 
and  it  may  be  impracticable  to  bring  them  all  before  the 
court,  one  or  more  may  sue  or  defend  for  the  benefit  of  the 
whole.  (Code,  §119^  McKenzie  Skgt.  V^mouretiXt  11  Barb., 
616 ;  Bouton  agt.  City  of  Brooklyn^  15  JBarft.,  391 ;  Reed 
agt.  The  Evergreens^  21  How.^  319 ;  Van  Santvoord^s  Eq. 
Pr.,  76,  77.) 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  parties  in  this  case 
come  within  the  conditions  of  that  section,  either  as  to 
number  or  position.  They  occupy,  or  may  do  so,  antago- 
nistic positions  and  hostile  interests,  and  are  not,  I  think, 
so  far  properly  represented,  either  by  the  plaintiiBF  or  de- 
fendant, as  to  exclude  them  from  the  right  of  being  per- 
sonally heard  on  the  questions. 
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This  18  all  which  it  is  neeessary  to  say,  in  order  to  dis- 
pose of  this  demurrer.  I  therefore  forbear  to  express  an 
ppinion  whether  the  complaiDt  calls  for  a  general  account 
of  the  trust  fund  and  its  distribution  amoug  all  the  credit- 
ors entitled  thereto,  or  only  for  a  partial  account,  so  far  as 
the  plaintiff's  interests  are  involved,  and  whether,  in  the 
latter  contingency,  any  other  parties  are  necessary  than 
fluch  as  are  now  before  the  court. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  defendant  on  the  demur- 
i^r,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  lunend  on  the  payment 
of  costs. 


SUPBEME  COUET. 

Tsv  PxoPLS  ex  rel.  William  Baldwin  and  John  M.  Jatoox 
agt.  BoBEET  T.  Haws,  comptroller  of  the  cUy  of  New 
Tork. 

Th»Jbwrth  8$eti^  of  t]i«  Mt  pMwd  in  April,  1860,  (Sum.  Layu,  I860,  p.  m,) 
to  fadUtoto  tho  taking  of  landf  and  bnilding  gate-koofw,  df.  in  tho  oiiy  of  New 
Yoric,  and  whioh  pioyidM  for  an  arbitration,  and  diroeti  that  it  thaU  bt  bold  for 
tho  porpooo  of  a^nfting  and  dotermining  tho  damagoo  whioh  tho  oontnotoa,  to 
whott  tho  gato-hoQMi  won  awaidod,  might  bo  equitably  entitled  to  Tooorer  of  tho 
fity  pf  Now  York,  and  if  an  award  ia  made  in  their  faror,  dirooU  tko  oomptroUw 
to  pay  tho  tame,  ii  wuon$tUutiofuU, 

When  tho  law  eomp§l9  a  party  to  arkUrat$  npon  a  claim,  which  pniporly  ahoiild  bo 
tti  Mibjeet  of  an  action,  withont  hii  anont,  tatlk  law  depriToi  him  cf  tho  right 
whidi  ii  •eoared  by  tho  conititation,  of  a  trial  according  to  tho  couao  of  thf 
ppmmon  law. 

2f  thif  iootlon  waa  not  vnconstitntional,  tho  proviiion,  that  if  rach  report  (cf  aiW- 
traton)  ahonld  bo  in  faror  of  the  party  claiming  aoch  damagea,  anoh  party  ahonld 
TocoTor  tho  aame,  Ac.,  wonld  giro  a  remedy  by  action  on  tho  award,  whioh  woald 
pioclndo  a  remedy  by  mamdamno, 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  June,  1862. 

Before  Inqraham,  Leonabd  and  Clerks,  Justices. 

Luther  B.  Marsh,  for  the  relators. 
Henry  H.  Anderson,  for  the  comptroller. 
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By  the  cotirt,  IzraBAHAH,  P.  Justice.  The  relators  apply 
for  a  matidamas  against  the  comptraller,  to  draw  his  war* 
rant  10  their  favor,  for  an  award  made  against  the  eofpo- 
lUtion  ibr  damages  sastained  by  the  relators  in  coBseqaenca' 
of  the  refusal  of  the  common  ccmmcil  to  award  them  a  eon-» 
toact  fo?  building  a  gate-house  at  the  new  reserroir. 

This  claim  arises  uncfer  the  provisions  of  the  4th  section  of 
the  act  passed  to  facilitate  the  taking  of  lands  and  building 
such  gate-house,  Scc.^  passed  in  April,  1860,  {Laws  of  IBB^r 
p.  772.)  This  section  provided,  among  other  things,  ^'  that 
for  t-he  purpose  of  adjusting  and  determining  the  damages* 
that  the  conlraciori^  to  whom  the  gate-houses  and  aque>* 
ducts,  &c.  were  awiftrded  by  the  Croton  aqueduct  boltrd, 
Ac,  wliich  they  may  be  equitably  entitled  to  recover  of  the* 
city  of  New  York,  the  same  may  be  ascertained  by  arbitra- 
tors, one  to  bo  chosen  by  the  mayor,  one  by  the  partiea 
daiming  sucti  damages,  and  the  third  by  the  two  arbiUlk^ 
tors  choefen  as  aforesaid ;"  and  the  same  section,  after  di- 
recting tbo  lirbitrators  to  be  sworn,  to  hear  the  case,  and 
to  make  their  award  and  file  the  same  with  the  couDty 
clerk,  allows  an  order  of  confirmation  to  be  entered  of 
course,  and  then  adds :  ''  If  such  report  shall  be  in  favor 
of  the  party  claiming  damages,  such  party  shall  be  entitled 
to  recover  the  same,  and,  upon  presenting  a  certified  oopy 
of  such  report  and  order  of  confirmation  to  the  comptrot 
ler  of  the  city  of  New  York,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  sirid 
comptroller  to  draw  his  warrant  for  the  amount  theteof, 
and  to  pay  the  same.'' 

In  pursuance  of  t^s  act,  three  arbitrators  were  appointed 
in  the  mode  directed  by  the  statute^  These  arbitrators 
proceeded  to  hear  the  case.  No  aotice  of  the  hearing  wai 
served  on  the  counsel  of  the  corporation,  and  no  appear** 
ance  was  made  by  him-  on  behalf  of  the  city.  Notice,  how- 
ever, wasf  served  on  the  mayor  and  comptroller. 

On  sack  heaving  Aa  arbitrators  awarded  aS'  damai^si  ttf 


150"  NEW  YORK  PRAOTIOE  KBPORTS. 

People  ex  rel,  Baldwin  agt.  Havi. 

the  relators,  sixty-one  thonsand  eight  hundred  and  twenty- 
one  dollars  against  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  report  was  filed,  order  of  confirmation  entered,  a 
copy  of  the  report  and  order  served  on  the  comptroller ; 
a  demand  made  of  him  for  a  warrant  therefor,  which  he 
refused,  and  the  relators  moved,  at  a  special  term,  for  a 
mandamus.     Which  motion  was  denied. 

The  relators  appealed  from  such  order.  In  order  rightly 
to  understand  the  questions  presented  in  this  case,  it  is 
proper  to  remember  that  this  claim  is  not  one  against  the 
county,  nor  one  which  the  supervisors  have  anything  to  do 
with,  either  as  regards  auditing  or  paying  the  same. 

The  contract  was  made,  if  made  at  all,  in  regard  to  pro- 
perty belonging  to  the  city  of  New  York ;  was  under  the 
direction  and  control  of  the  Croton  aqueduct  department, 
a  branch  of  the  city  government,  and  was  to  be  paid  for, 
when  the  work  was  completed,  out  of  the  city  treasury. 
This  was  expressly  held  in  regard  to  the  work  in  question. 
The  chancellor  says  the  dam  and  the  aqueduct  must  be 
considered  the  property  of  the  defendants,  and,  as  the  owner 
of  such  premises,  the  corporation  of  New  York  is  properly 
answerable  for  the  damage  which  others  have  sustained 
thereby — and  that  case  {Bailey  agt.  The  Mayor  of  JSTew 
York,  2  Denio,  433)  was  decided  upon  the  ground  that  this 
work  and  the  lands  taken  therefor  belonged  to  the  corpo- 
ration of  the  city,  and  as  the  owners  of  property  they  were 
liable  for  any  evils  resulting  from  its  improper  construc- 
tion or  use. 

The  present  claim  is  one  of  a  similar  character,  arising 
out  of  an  alleged  contract  for  work  on  another  portion  of 
the  aqueduct,  to  which  the  same  principles  are  to  be  ap- 
plied. 

It  is  not  material,  in  the  examination  of  the  questions 
which  afifect  this  appeal,  to  decide  whether  the  relators 
had,  by  virtue  of  their  offers  to  the  Croton  aqueduct  board, 
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to  do  the  work  on  the  reservoir,  acquired  any  rights  which 
entitled  them  to  damages  against  the  city. 

Whatever  claim  of  that  kind  they  might  have,  could  pro- 
perly be  enforced  by  an  action. 

The  questions  material  to  the  decision  of  the  present 
appeal  are,  1st.  Whether  the  statute  providing  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  appraisers  was  legal;  and  2d.  If  it  was, 
whether  the  remedy  by  mandamus  is  proper. 

The  statute,  which  provided  for  the  arbitration,  directs 
that  it  shall  be  held  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  and  de- 
termining the  damages  which  the  contractors  to  whom  the 
gate-houses  were  awarded  might  be  equitably  entitled  to 
recover  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  if  an  award  is  made 
in  their  favor,  directs  the  comptroller  to  pay  the  same. 

It  must  be  taken  for  granted  that  the  intent  of  the  sta- 
tute was  that  the  comptroller  should  pay  the  same  out  of 
the  city  treasury,  although  the  provisions  of  law  are  such 
that  he  has  not  the  power,  without  the  concurrence  of  other 
officers,  to  draw  from  the  treasury  any  moneys  whatever. 
No  one  would  suppose  for  a  moment  that  the  intent  of  the 
legislature  was  to  compel  the  comptroller  to  pay  such  claim 
out  of  his  own  means,  and  yet,  in  fact,  such  a  provision 
would  be  no  more  in  opposition  to  the  fundamental  law  of 
the  state  than  to  compel  the  corporation,  by  an  act  of  the 
legislature,  to  pay  a  claim  for  damages  for  which  they  deny 
any  liability,  and  which  has  not  been  adjudged  by  a  legal 
tribunal  to  be  a  valid  one. 

It  is  contended  by  the  relators,  that  questions  of  a  similar 
character  have  been  adjudged  in  their  favor  both  in  the 
supreme  court  and  the  court  of  appeals,  and  in  support  of 
these  views  they  cite  the  case  of  The  Town  of  Guilford  agt 
Supervisors  of  Chenango^  (18  Barb.j  614,  and  3  Kem.^  143,) 
and  the  case  of  McSpedon  if  Baker  agt.  Haws,  comptroller, 
(21  How.,  178.) 

But  these  cases,  and  many  others  of  a  similar  character, 
which  might  have  been  cited,  related  not  to  the  right  or 
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power  of  the  legislature  to  compel  an  individnal  or  corpo* 
ration  to  pay  a  debt  or  claim,  but  to  the  power  of  the  legist 
latnre  to  raise  money  by  tax,  and  apply  snob  money,  when 
so  raised,  to  the  payment  thereof.  We  conld  not,  under  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  on  this  point,  made  in  these  and 
other  cases,  now  hold  that  the  legislature  had  not  autho- 
rity to  impose  a  tax  to  pay  any  claim,  or  to  pay  it  out  of 
the  state  treasury,  and  for  this  purpose  to  impose  a  tax 
upon  the  property  of  the  whole  state,  or  any  portion  of  the 
state.  This  was  fully  settled  in  The  People  agt.  Mayors  t^c. 
of  Brooklyn^  (4  Coms.j  419,)  but  neither  that  case  nor  the 
case  frpm  8  Keman^  143,  in  any  manner,  gave  a  warrant 
for  the  opinion  that  the  legislature  had  a  right  to  direct  a 
municipal  corporation  to  pay  a  claim  for  damage  for  breach 
of  a  contract  out  of  the  funds  or  property  of  such  corpora- 
tion, without  a  submission  of  such  claims  to  a  judicial  tri« 
bunaL  In  the  case  last  cited,  Denio,  J.,  says :  '*  The  pro- 
ceeding *  *  *  is  not  aimed  at,  and  cannot  affect  the 
corporate  rights  or  corporate  property  in  the  town."  Here, 
however,  the  act  of  1860  directs  that  the  claim  of  the  rela^ 
tors,  when  adjusted  by  the  arbitrators,  shall  be  paid  by 
the  comptroller. 

This  is  in  direct  violation  of  those  provisions  of  the  con- 
stitution, which  say : 

1.  That  no  member  of  the  state  shall  be  deprived  of  any 
of  the  rights  secured  to  a  citizen,  unless  by  the  law  of  the 
land.  2.  No  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property,  without  due  process  of  law.  {Consiitutufn  of 
State,  sees.  1  and  6 ;  1  it.  &,  p.  61.) 

Both  of  these  sections  have  been  the  subject  of  examina> 
tion  by  the  supreme  court.  {Taylor  agt.  Porter^  4  Hill  /?., 
188.)  BRomioK,  J.,  says  :  "  The  words  of  the  law  of  the 
land,  as  here  used,  do  not  mean  a  statute  passed  for  the 
purpose  of  working  the  wrong.  That  construction  would 
render  the  restriction  absolutely  nugatory,  and  turn  this 
part  of  the  constitution  into  mere  nonsense.''    ''  The  mean- 


MXW  TORK  PRACnOE  REPORTS.  l^ 

People  ex  rel.  Baldwia  agi.  Hmtb. 

iDg  of  this  section  seems  to  be,  that  no  member  of  the  state 
shall  be  deprived  of  anj  of  his  rights,  unless  the  matter 
shall  be  adjudged  against  him  upon  trial  had  according  to 
the  course  of  the  common  law.  It  must  be  ascertained 
jndicially  that  he  has  forfeited  his  privileges,  or  that  some 
one  else  has  a  snperior  title  to  the  property  he  possesses, 
before  either  of  them  can  be  taken  from  him.  It  cannot  be 
done  by  mere  legislation."  And  the  words  '*  by  due  pro- 
cess of  law"  are  defined  in  the  same  case  as  not  to  mea& 
less  "  than  a  prosecntion  or  suit  instituted  and  conducted 
according  to  the  prescribed  forms  for  ascertaining  guilt  or 
determining  the  title  to  property ;"  and  again,  ^  when  one 
man  wants  the  property  of  another,  I  mean  to  say  that  the 
legislature  cannot  aid  bim  in  making  the  acquisition."  The 
same  doctrines  were  repeated  by  Comotock,  J.,  in  Wyne* 
Aamer  agt.  The  People,  (S  Kern.,  378,  393,  and  12  Hm.,  238.) 

If,  by  "  due  process  of  law,"  and  by  "  the  law  of  the 
land,"  is  meant  a  suit  instituted  and  conducted  acoording 
to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  then  the  legislature,  by 
the  passage  of  the  act  referring  to  arbitratorB  to  decide  the 
amount  of  damages  the  relators  had  sustained,  deprived 
the  corporation  of  a  right  to  a  trial  according  to  the  coursa 
of  common  law,  and  the  provision  referred  to  was  in  coflp 
flict  with  the  constitution. 

The  conflict  which  has  aris^  in  this  case,  as  to  who  was 
appointed  arbitrator  by  the  mayor,  shows  the  danger  of 
selecting  such  a  mode  of  trial  which  was  not  subject  to  any 
court,  where  such  a  proceeding  could  be  controlled  and 
questions  of  this  character  adjudicated  I  do  not  deem  it 
necessary  to  decide,  ev^i  if  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
for  that  purpose,  which  was  the  arbitrator  properly  ap- 
pointed. 

Where  parties  agree  to  submit  to  arbitration  any  mat- 
ters in  controversy,  such  arbitration  can  be  sustained, 
because  it  is  the  voluntary  act  of  the  parties ;  but  when 
the  law  compels  a  party  to  arbitrate  upon  a  daimv  which 
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properly  should  be  the  subject  of  an  action,  without  his 
assent,  such  law  deprives  him  of  the  right  which  is  secured 
by  the  constitutioui  of  a  trial  according  to  the  course  of 
the  common  law. 

If,  however,  the  views  above  expressed,  as  to  the  consti- 
tutionality of  this  section,  are  doubtful,  still  I  am  satisfied 
the  remedy  sought  in  this  case  is  not  the  proper  one.  The 
same  section  says  that  if  such  report  should  be  in  favor  of 
the  party  claiming  such  damages,  such  party  should  recover 
the  same,  &c.  The  remedy,  then,  could  be  enforced  by  an 
action  on  the  award,  if  the  same  was  valid.  Where  such  a 
remedy  exists,  a  party  has  no  right  to  have  a  writ  of  man- 
damus. It  is  said  the  comptroller  is  directed  to  pay  the 
amount.  But  with  the  knowledge  that  the  moneys  in  the 
city  treasury  can  only  be  used  for  the  specific  purposes  to 
which  they  are  appropriated;  that  other  officers  besides 
the  comptroller  must  unite  with  him  in  the  payment  of 
moneys  belonging  to  the  corporation,  and  with  the  doubt, 
at  least,  which  exists  as  to  the  validity  of  this  statute,  I 
think  it  is  clear  that  the  application  for  a  mandamus  ought 
not  to  be  granted.  {See  People  agt.  Brooklyn^  1  Wend.y  318 ; 
People  agt  Judges  of  Oneida,  21  Wend.,  20 ;  People  agt. 
Supervisors  of  Chenango  Co.,  11  JV*.  Y.  Rep.f  563 ;  People 
agt.  BurrotDSj  27  Barb.,  89.) 

The  various  cases  referred  to  by  the  relator's  counsel, 
on  this  point,  were  mainly  cases  in  which  the  duty  of  audit- 
ing and  paying  depended  on  the  action  of  the  board  of 
supervisors,  and  not  of  a  corporation.  The  board  of  super- 
visors can  be  compelled  in  no  other  way,  and  where  the 
application  is  to  audit  an  account,  or  pay  when  the  amount 
has  been  audited,  this  remedy  is  proper.  The  cases  cited 
from  23  Wend.,  459 ;  10  Wend.,  393,  as  to  corporations, 
were  reviewed  and  disapproved  of  in  The  People  agt.  jS'u- 
pervisors  of  Chenango  Co.,  (1  Kern.,  563.) 

The  case  of  Oreen  agt.  The  Mayor,  fyc,  (2  Hilton,  203,) 
is  an  authority  for  nothing  except  that  a  judgment  may  be 
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recovered  against  the  corporation  for  a  claim  for  which  no 
money  has  been  appropriated,  and  if  it  has  any  relation  to 
this  case,  it  is  to  show  that  the  remedy  by  mandamus  is  not 
proper. 

The  order  appealed  from  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Leonabd  and  Glebke,  J.  J.,  concurred. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

1.  CoBiTELius  HoNLAHAN,  Jr.,  respondent  agt.  The  Sack- 

ett's  Habbob  &  Sabatoga  Bailboad  Company,  appel- 
lants. 

2.  James  Dbiscoll  agt.  The  Same. 

3.  COBNELIUS  HoNLAHAN,  SeN.  Bgt.  ThE  SaME. 

4.  John  Hoban  agt.  The  Same. 

5.  Michael  McMahon  agt.  The  Same. 

Where  the  same  dtf^ndanti  in  aereral  wobw,  ined  by  dSfferant  plaintUb  elalmliig 
for  labor  and  team-work  done  on  defendants'  railroad  for  sab-oontraoton«  entered 
into  a  written  stipulation  in  all  of  the  eanees,  providing  that  all  proeeedings  should 
be  stayed  in  the  abore  entitled  oansee,  and  that  they  should  *'  abide  the  result  of 
the  final  judgment  rendered  in  the  ease  of  John  DiiMoU  agt.  The  Saekett's  Har- 
bor A  Saratoga  B.  B.  Co.,  (defendants  in  these  causes,)  in  which  rerdiet  is  to 
be  taken  on  written  stipulation  as  to  facts,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  general 
term," 

HM,  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  John  DrisooU  case  having  subsequently  obtained 
final  judgment  against  the  defendants,  the  plaintiiFs  in  each  of  these  oases  were, 
on  a  reference  for  that  purpose,  Hmply^o  prove  the  amount  qf  their  damagei, 
nspeetlTely,  allowing  the  defendants  to  eontrovert  their  proof  on  that  eingle 
point  oniy* 

If  a  party  asks  to  hare  particular  items  considered  in  a  court  of  review,  and  a  report 
set  aside  for  their  allowance  or  disallowanee,  it  is  not  demanding  of  him  too  much 
to  require,  that  he  shall, 

1st.  Bring  the  attention  of  the  referee  specifically  to  them. 

Sd.  Make  it  manifest  what  disposition  the  referee  has  in  fact  made  of  them,  by 
obtaining  from  him  a  specific  report  on  that  nbjeet.    And 

8d.  Except  specifically  to  the  report  in  those  particulan. 

Albany  General  Term,  May,  1858. 
Wbight,  Gould  and  Hogeboom,  Justices. 
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These  were  appeals  from  jadgments  eatered  upon  the 
report  of  &  sole  referee.  The  actions  were  brought  to  re- 
cover for  labor  and  team-work  performed  by  the  plaintiffs, 
and  in  some  cases  by  the  plaintiffs'  assignors,  on  the  defend- 
ants' railroad,  for  8it1>contraetors«  There  was  another  ac- 
tion, brought  by  John  DriscoU  agdnst  the  same  defendants, 
in  which  certain  leading  facts  were  admitted,  to  wit :  the 
incorporation  of  the  defendants ;  the  name  of  the  con- 
tractor and  sub-contractors  upon  the  road,  and  that  they 
had  contracts  and  sub-contracts  upon  the  same,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  employed  upon  said  road  by  one  of  the 
sub-contractors ;  that  he  performed  work  and  labor  upon 
said  road,  as  stated  in  his  complaint,  and  gave  notice  of 
indebtedness  as  therein  stated. 

On  the  same  day  of  the  date  of  the  above  stipulation, 
another  stipulation  was  made  in  all  of  the  above  entitled 
actions,  providing  that  all  proceedings  should  be  stayed  in 
the  above  entitled  causes,  and  that  they  should  "  abide  the 
result  of  the  final  judgment  rendered  in  the  case  of  John 
DrUeoll  agt  The  Sackeifs  Harhar  ^  Suraioga  Railroad  Com^ 
pany^  in  which  verdict  is  to  be  taken,  on  written  stipula- 
tion as  to  facts,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  general  term." 

The  plaintiff  in  the  John  Driecoll  case  having  subse- 
quently obtained  final  judgment,  the  plaintiffs  in  the  above 
entitled  cases  entered  judgment  in  their  favor  on  the  above 
stipulation,  for  the  amount  claimed  in  the  complaints  res- 
pectively, which  judgments,,  on  motion,,  were  set  aside  at 
special  term,  and  orders  made  referring  said  causes  to  a 
referee  "  to  hear,  determine  and  assess  amount  of  damages 
in  each  of  said  causes,  and  report  thereon  with  all  conven- 
ient speed."  The  referee  reported  in  all  of  the  causes  for 
the  plaintiffs,  and  exceptions  were  taken  to  his  report  by 
the  defendants.  The  plaintiffs  having  perfected  ju^pnent, 
the  defendants  brought  appeals  to  the  general  term.  The 
remaining  facts  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 
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Geo.  Van  SAtrrrooRD,  fw  defendants. 

R.  W.  Peckham,  for  plainiiffi.  ' 

Bytbe  court,  Hoocboom,  Justice.  The  principal  ques- 
tion proiented  on  these  appeals  is,  whether  the  plaintiffs, 
on  ^be  hearing  before  the  referee,  were  obliged  to  establish 
their  whole  case,  with  the  single  exception  of  the  legal 
question  as  to  the  liability  of  the  defendants  for  work  done 
for  sub-contractors,  which  had  been  decided  in  a  parallel 
case  hj  the  court  of  appeals,  and  in  the  John  DriscoU  case 
by  the  general  term  of  this  court ;  or  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  simply  to  prove  the  amount  of  his  damages,  allowing 
the  defendants  to  controvert  his  proof  on  that  single  point. 
The  former  is  the  true  rule,  as  claimed  by  the  defendants' 
counsel,  and  the  latter  as  claimed  by  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff.  Under  the  stipulations  of  the  parties,  we  have 
no  hesitation  as  to  the  rule  which  governs  these  cases.  No 
question  is  open  to  the  defendants,  except  the  assessment 
of  damages.  They  have  precluded  themselves,  by  their 
stipulation,  from  examining  into  any  other  part  of  the  case. 
Effect  must  be  given  to  every  part  of  their  stipulation.  If 
they  had  merely  intended  to  have  the  legal  question  of 
their  liability  for  the  acts  of  sub-contractors  settled  in  one 
case  for  all  otKers,  it  was  easy  so  to  have  expressed  them* 
selves,  and  it  would  have  been  sufficient  to  have  provided 
simply  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  in  all  the  cases,  until  the 
pioneer  case  was  disposed  of.  But  they  did  not  do  so. 
They  expressly  agreed  that  the  other  cases  should  abide 
the  result  of  the  final  judgment  in  that  case,  and  thereby, 
I  think,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  bargained  that  the 
result — the  final  judgment — of  that  case,  should  govern  the 
final  judgment  in  the  others.  The  subsequent  order  at 
special  term,  setting  aside  the  judgments  entered,  without 
any  assessment  of  damages,  in  the  above  causes,  did  not 
alter  the  case.  The  fair  construction  of  that  order  is,  in 
our  judgment,  to  submit  to  the  referee  the  simple  question 
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of  damages ;  but  if  otherwise,  he  was,  nevertheless,  to  hear 
and  determine  the  cases,  giving  full  effect  to  the  stipula- 
tions of  the  parties.  The  result  would  be  the  same.  The 
defendants  had  confessed  their  liability,  provided  they  were 
ever  liable  in  the  case  of  sub-contractors.  That  question 
being  decided  against  them,  nothing  remained  for  the  plain* 
tiffs,  except  to  show  the  amount  and  value  of  the  labor 
actually  performed.  The  defendants  might,  perhaps,  limit 
the  recovery  by  counter  evidence  on  this  subject,  by  proof 
of  payment,  and  by  showing  a  notice  on  the  plaintiff's  part, 
restricting  the  claim  to  a  less  sum.  Beyond  this,  I  think, 
they  could  not  go.  All  the  questions,  therefore,  raised 
before  the  referee,  in  regard  to  the  service  of  the  notice ; 
the  person  on  whom  the  same  was  served ;  the  time  of  ser- 
vice ;  the  question  whether  the  claim  or  notice  of  claim 
was  for  an  original  or  an  assigned  demand,  or  a  demand 
split  up  into  several  parts ;  and  whether  the  suits  were 
brought  within  thirty  days  after  the  service  of  the  notices, 
were  inquiries  into  which  the  defendants  had,  by  their  own 
acts,  foreclosed  themselves  from  entering.  It  is  unneces- 
sary more  particularly  to  examine  the  action  of  the  referee 
in  regard  to  them. 

The  defendants  claim  that  in  James  DriscolPs  and  in 
Cornelius  Honlahan,  senr.'s  cases,  the  report  is  excessive 
in  not  allowing  a  deduction  of  $11  per  month  for  board; 
but  on  recurring  to  the  report  of  the  referee,  it  appears 
that  in  point  of  fact  such  deduction  was  made. 

The  defendants  further  claim,  that  in  John  Horan's  case 
the  referee  should  have  allowed  only  $59.60,  instead  of 
$85.94,  as  he  has  done.  But  to  say  nothing  of  the  fact, 
that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  referee's  attention  was 
drawn  to  this  precise  question,  and  that  the  exception  to 
his  report  is  not  very  specific  on  this  point,  it  is  suflBcient 
to  say,  that  this  was  a  question  of  fact  decided  by  him  upon 
sufficient  evidence  ;  that  he  has  in  fact  made  a  deduction 
of  $31.61  from  the  plaintiff's  claim ;  and  that  it  does  not 
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clearly  appear  that  the  deduction  should  have  been  more. 
The  defendants  further  claim  several  errors  on  the  part 
of  the  referee,  in  McMahon's  case,  in  not  making  sufficient 
deductions  from  the  plaintiff's  account ;  among  the  rest, 
an  item  of  $50,  sworn  to  by  McMahon  himself.  But  if  we 
take  McMahon's  testimony,  he  was  entitled  to  more  than 
the  referee  allowed  him,  after  making  the  deduction  of  $50. 
As  to  the  other  smaller  items,  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  it  is 
not  clear  that  the  referee  did  not  deduct  them,  nor  that  he 
was  not  entitled,  upon  the  evidence,  to  disregard  them.  If 
a  party  asks  to  have  particular  items  considered  in  a  court 
of  review,  and  a  report  set  aside  for  their  allowance  or 
disallowance,  it  is  not  demanding  of  him  too  much  to  re- 
quire that  he  shall  in  the  first  place  bring  the  attention  of 
the  referee  specifically  to  them  ;  in  the  second  place,  make 
it  manifest  what  disposition  the  referee  has  in  fact  made  of 
them,  by  obtaining  from  him  a  specific  report  on  that  sub- 
ject ;  and  in  the  third  place,  except  specifically  to  the  report 
in  those  particulars.  None  of  these  things  have  the  defend- 
ants done. 

The  judgments  in  all  the  cases  must  be  affirmed. 

Wright,  P.  J.,  concurred.     Gould,  J.,  dissented. 


UNITED  STATES  COURT. 

Sylvanus  G.  Chase  and  others  agt.  Humphrey  H.  Crary 
and  others. 

Two  yeneU  may  be  charged  in  a  libel  with  joint  negligence,  where  they  jointly 
commit  an  act  of  collision  which  injures  a  third  vessel,  even  though  there  is  no 
apparent  preTions  concert  of  action  or  navigation  between  the  two  colliding  veaselc. 

Where  the  ooUision  is  occasioned  by  the  joint  negligence  of  those  who  have  charge 
of  the  colliding  vessels,  as  the  servants  of  the  owners,  then  a  libel  may  be  sostained 
ag^nst  the  owners  jointly,  as  well  as  against  the  vesseU. 

Where  the  proof  shows  that  only  one  of  the  colliding  vessels  charged,  was  guilty  of 
negligence,  the  proper  decree  should  be  against  that  one,  and  in  favor  of  the 
others,  and  not  a  dismissal  of  the  libel  because  of  the  failure  to  prove  the  joint 
negligence. 
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ThaoMsof  the  Samtm^,  (3  irUtoM,^.  4S&,)  ippnwtd  of,  utd  ihMX^  thit  M^U^, 

deeided  hj  Judge  Bbtts,  in  1847,  disimgniehed  from  this. 
Ib  eetlmatlng  the  damefei  to  the  ii^jvied  tevely  the  eevt,  on  exeeptleoy  tefeeted 

iteme  elaimed  to  be  neoenuy  to  p«t  her  in  good  eonditkn,  heeMMO  it  dU  Ml 

appear  that  the  yoMel  had  been  fnllj  repaiied. 
The  court  alao  rejeeted  an  item  ot  depreeiation  in  the  Talne,  ai  being  too  fpeenlatiTt. 

In  Admiralty — Southern  District  of  Jfeu)  York. 

Before  Hon.  Charles  A.  Ingkesoll,  D.  /. 

This  libel  was  filed  by  the  owners  of  the  lake  boat  Frank 
Carver,  against  the  owners  of  the  steam-tug  Catharine,  and 
the  owners  of  the  steam-tug  Geo.  Birkbeck,  jr.,  to  recover 
the  damages  occasioned  to  the  Carver  while  in  tow  of  the 
Catharine,  by  a  collision  with  a* lumber  barge  in  tow  of 
the  Birkbeck,  on  the  8th  of  November,  1854,  in  the  Eaat 
river.  The  Carver  was  on  the  larboard  side  of  the  Catha- 
rine, and  the  barge  was  on  the  starboard  side  of  the  Birk- 
beck,  her  bow  projecting  beyond  the  steamboat's  stern. 
The  Catharine  was  coming  from  the  Atlantic  docks,  bound 
to  pier  No.  17,  East  river,  at  the  rate  of  about  three  miles 
an  hour.  The  Birkbeck  was  bound  to  a  pier  in  Brooklyn, 
and  when  first  seen  appeared  to  be  coming  across  the  Cath- 
arine's  bows.  When  about  ten  yards  apart,  the  pilot  of 
the  Catharine  gave  orders  to  slow  and  back.  The  Birk- 
beck had  slowed  and  stopped  before ;  and  about  the  time 
when  the  Catharine  slowed,  the  Birkbeck  backed  her  en- 
gine, but  her  forward  progress  was  not  stopped,  nor  was 
her  course  changed.  The  Catharine  had  been  stopped  in 
the  water,  but  when  about  fifty  feet  apart,  the  pilot  of  the 
Birkbeck  motioned  her  to  go  ahead,  which  was  done ;  but 
notwithstanding,  the  barge  struck  the  Carver  head  on,  a 
little  aft  midships ; — and  the  libel  is  filed,  alleging  joint 
negligence  and  fault  on  the  part  of  the  two  steamboats. 

The  respondents  took  the  exception  that  there  can  be 
no  joint  negligence  on  the  part  of  two  steamboats,  and  that 
they  would  not  be  jointly  liable  even  in  rem, 

C.  Van  Santvoord,  for  libellants. 

D.  McMahon,  for  claimants  and  respondents. 
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Held  by  the  court,  Ingersoll,  D.  J.,  that  the  case  of  the 
Samson^  in  2  Wallace,  jr.,  {p.  485,)  is  a  case  where  a  libel 
has  been  filed  against  two  vessels  in  rem,  without  any  such 
exception  having  been  taken  either  by  the  counsel  or  by  " 
the  court,  which  could  hardly  be,  if  there  were  any  validity 
in  the  exception ;  and  that  in  the  case  of  the  Moxey,  de- 
cided by  Judge  Betts,  in  1847,  was  diflFerent  from  this,  in 
that  the  libel  that  did  not  allege  a  joint  negligence ;  that 
it  Must  therefore  be  held  that  a  libel  against  two  vessels 
for  joint  negligence  can  be  sustained. 

That  where  the  collision  is  occasioned  by  the  joint  neg- 
ligence of  those  ^ho  have  charge  of  the  vessels  as  the  ser- 
vants of  the  owners,  then  a  libel  may  be  sustained  against 
the  owners  jointly,  as  well  as  against  the  vessels. 

That,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Samson,  a  charge  of  joint 
negligence  may  be  made  against  two  vessels,  and  the  proof 
show  negligence  against  only  one  ;  and  in  such  a  case  the 
decree  must  be  against  that  one,  and  in  favor  of  the  others. 

That  on  the  evidence  in  this  case,  there  was  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  Birkbeck,  in  not  changing  her  course ; 
and  if,  as  her  pilot  says,  her  engine  was  not  strong  enough 
to  back  against  the  wind,  which  was  blowing,  he  was  neg- 
ligently exposing  other  vessels  to  be  run  down  by  having  so 
weak  an  engine. 

That  there  is  no  evidence  of  fault  on  the  part  of  the 
Catharine.  She  slowed  and  stopped  in  time  to  enable  the 
Birkbeck  to  avoid  the  collision,  and  had  good  reason  to 
believe  that  the  engine  of  the  Birkbeck  was  strong  enough 
to  give  her  stern  way  against  the  wind,  and  that  she  would 
change  her  course,  if  necessary  ;  that  her  going  ahead  was 
not  the  cause  of  the  collision,  which  would  have  equally 
happened  if  she  had  not  done  so. 

That  there  was  no   fault  on  the  part  of  the  Carver, 

either  in  not  having  a  man  at  her  helm,  or  in  not  properly 

using  fenders.     The  pilot  of  the  Catharine  told  the  man  at 

the  helm  that  he  was  not  wanted  there,  and  the  best  was 
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done  with  the  fenders  that  could  be  done  under  the  cir- 
cumstances. 

Libel  dismissed  as  against  Crary,  the  owner  of  the  Cath- 
arine ;  and  as  against  the  owners  of  the-  Birkbeck,  decree 
for  libellants,  with  a  reference. 

On  the  reference  as  to  the  damages,  the  libellants  proyed 
that  they  had  never  fully  repaired  the  vessel.  Their  wit* 
nesses  proved  the  amount  of  repairs  actually  put  on,  and 
also  testified  that  to  make  the  vessel  as  good  as  she  was 
before,  she  would  need  some  brace  clamps  on  the  opposite 
side  from  the  injury,  which  would  cost  $67.40 ;  while  wit- 
nesses for  the  respondents  testified  that  she  would  not  need 
such  clamps. 

The  commissioner  reported  that  the  libellants  should 
recover  the  amount  of  the  repairs  actually  put  on,  and  the 
cost  of  the  brace  clamps,  and  $100  for  depreciation  in  the 
market  value  of  the  vessel,  and  $25  for  her  detention. 

To  this  report  the  respondents  excepted.  The  matter, 
on  exceptions,  was  argued  by 

Mr.  Van  SANTvooKn,  for  libellants. 
Mr.  McMahon,  for  respondents. 

Held  by  the  court,  Ingersoll,  D.  J.,  that  to  enable  the 
libellants  to  enforce  their  right  to  be  made  good,  they  must 
submit  such  evidence  as  will  enable  the  court  to  say  what 
sum  will  make  them  good. 

That  the  most  satisfactory  way  of  determining  whether 
the  brace  clamps  would  be  required,  would  have  been  to 
repair  the  boat  fully.  This,  however,  was  not  done,  and 
the  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  court  that  they 
are  required. 

That  the  evidence  of  depreciation  given,  is  not  sufficient 
to  support  that  item.    It  is  too  speculative  and  uncertain. 

That  the  report  must,  therefore,  be  so  modified  as  to 
strike  out  those  two  items. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 
BoBEKT  S.  Boss  agt.  Charles  Bridge. 

WiNSLOW  M.  BURDICK  Rgt.  ThE  SaME. 

WiNSLOw  M.  BuRDicK  agt.  The  Same. 

Th«  right  of  %  defendant  to  offer  judgment  under  aeetion  885  of  tlie  Code,  In  an 
action  regalarlj  oommenoed  against  him,  ia  not  limited  to  oasei  in  whiAh  he  would 
only  confeM  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The  offer  may  be  for  the  full  eum 
demanded  In  the  plaintiff's  summons  and  complaint. 

The  employment  of  the  defendant,  by  the  reeeiyer,  in  snpplementary  proeeediBg% 
to  make  collections  for  him,  where  it  appears  no  part  of  the  assigned  fond  has 
been  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  is  not  a  sufSoient  ground  for  a  remoTsI 
of  the  reoeiyer. 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  September^  1862. 

Ingraham,  Leonard  and  Bosekrans,  Justices. 

The  facts  will  sufficiently  appear  in  the  following  opinion. 

By  the  conrt,  Bosekrans,  Justice.  The  plainti£f  in  the 
first  above  entitled  action,  whose  judgment  was  obtained 
after  the  judgments  in  the  other  two  cases  above  entitled, 
moves  to  set  aside  one  of  the  judgments  in  favor  of  Burdick, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  entered  upon  an  offer  served  by 
the  defendant,  pursuant  to  section  385  of  the  Code,  after 
the  service  of  a  summons  and  complaint  upon  him,  the  offer 
being  for  the  full  sum  demanded  in  the  plaintiff's  summons 
and  complaint.  The  special  term  has  tried  this  motion. 
It  was  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  Boss,  that  sec- 
tion 385  of  the  Code  only  applied  to  cases  in  which  the 
defendant  is  willing  to  admit  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand, and  that  when  the  defendant  wishes  to  confess  a 
judgment  for  the  whole  amount  claimed  by  his  creditors, 
he  must  comply  with  the  requirements  of  sections  382  and 
383  of  the  Code,  and  in  case  he  does  not  the  judgment  may 
be  set  aside  on  the  applications  of  subsequent  judgment  cre- 
ditors. It  has  repeatedly  been  held  that  the  proceedings 
under  these  various  sections  of  the  Code  are  entirely  dis- 
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tinct  and  iDdependoDt  of  each  other ;  that  the  confesBion 
of  judgment  without  action  under  Bections  382  and  383  is 
analogous  to  confession  bj  bond  and.  warrant  of  attorney 
under  the  former  system  of  practice,  and  that  the  proceed- 
ing under  section  385  is  analogous  to  the  former  mode  of 
judgment  upon  cognovit.  (9  Kow.  Pr,  R.^  130,  556 ;  10  td., 
293.)  There  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  section  385 
which  shows  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to 
limit  the  right  of  a  defendant  to  offer  judgment  in  an  action 
regularly  commenced  against  him,  to  cases  in  which  he 
would  only  confess  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The 
titles  of  chapters  three  and  four  of  the  Code,  in  which  these 
sections  are  found,  show  clearly  that  provision  was  intended 
to  be  made  of  a  substitute  for  the  former  modes  of  confes- 
sion of  judgment  without  action,  and  when  actions  were 
commenced.  Under  the  former  system  of  practice,  a»  party 
who  had  commenced  an  action  waB  not  compelled  to  receive 
a  cognovit,  but  could  proceed  and  take  judgment  by  de- 
fault. The  Code  has  made  it  compulsory  upon  the  plain- 
tiff to  accept  the  offer  of  the  defendant,  under  the  penalty 
of  paying  costs  if  he  proceeds  in  the  action  and  fails  to 
obtain  judgment  for  a  more  favorable  sum  than  that  for 
which  judgment  is  offered. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  court  have  the  power  to 
set  aside  a  judgment  entered  upon  an  offer  of  judgment, 
and  would  exercise  it  in  a  case  in  which  it  should  be  made 
to  appear  that  such  a  proceeding  was  taken  coUusively 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  for  the  purpose  of 
evading  the  provisions  of  sections  382  and  383.  But  in 
this  case  there  is  no  suggestion  of  collusion  or  attempted 
evasion  of  those  provisions,  and  the  evidence  before  the 
court  shows  that  such  a  suggestion  would  be  unfounded. 
The  order  of  the  special  term,  denying  so  much  of  the  mo- 
tion as  sought  to  set  aside  the  judgment  entered  upon  the 
defendant's  offer,  should  be  affirmed. 

We  think,  also,  that  the  order  of  the  special  term  deny- 
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iDg  the  motion  of  the  plaintiff  Bobb  to  remove  the  receiver 
appointed  upon  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution 
upon  the  two  judgments  in  favor  of  Burdick,  should  also 
be  affirmed.  It  is  not  suggested  or  proved  that  the  re- 
ceiver was  appointed  by  collusion  with  the  judgment  debtor 
or  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  his  property  from  other 
creditors.  The  explanation  of  the  receiver's  conduct  in 
the  particulars  in  which  it  is  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff 
Boss,  is  full  and  satisfactory.  The  defendant  has  had  no 
possession  or  control  of  the  property  which  he  assigned  to 
the  receiver,  or  of  the  place  where  the  receiver  has  seen  fit 
to  keep  it  under  his  own  control  and  that  of  the  agents 
whom  he  has  employed.  The  employment  of  the  defendant 
by  the  receiver,  to  make  collections  for  him  of  a  portion  of 
the  assigned  demands  in  the  country,  seems  to  have  been  a 
judicious  exercise  of  his  powers,  and  no  part  of  the  assigned 
fund  has  been  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignor.  The 
personal  responsibility  of  the  receiver  is  unquestioned,  and 
his  security  ample.  The  plaintiff  Ross  and  other  creditors 
can  at  any  time  require  the  receiver  to  account,  and  the 
court  will  control  the  action  of  its  officer. 

The  order  of  special  term  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

LEoiTAaDi  J.    I  concur. 
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Fekkis. 

Wbwe  the  plaintiff  is  kU  oomplAint  •yerred  that  HenriqaM  wm  livdivwit  oS  tht 
17th  Sept.  1857,  end  thet  hy  framduUtUly  eoneealing  thet  feot  from  the  plain- 
tiff, and  by  r§prt9$fUing  to  him  that  he  was  protperont  and  $uee$9^^U  in  5ii«l- 
fMM,  he  led  the  plalnUff,  on  the  4th  Sept.9 186T,  t»  eoflii«n  to  Um  $«0,000  wertk 
ef  legen: 

And  where  the  OTidenoe  of  the  plaintiff,  among  other  things  eorrohoratiye,  dls- 
eUted  that  Hmrlqttet  wroU  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  17th  Sept.  1867,  n/ying  that 
«  hvtineM  ii  good  with  mo)"  and  that "  though  money  ii  yeiy  aoaroe^  I  do  not 
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goffer  hj  it,"  and  asking  another  large  shipment  of  segan;  and  in  eigM  itoyt 
after  such  letter  he  failed,  leaving  $80,000  of  indebtedness,  upon  his  own  show- 
ing, and  $250  worth  of  effects  to  meet  it,  having  by  one  stroke  swept  awaj  the 
^  whole  of  the  segars  consigned  to  him  by  the  plaintiff  to  pay  $61,000  of  indebtad- 
ness  to  members  of  his  family, 
Beld,  that  npon  such  a  state  of  facts,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  go  to  the  jury 
upon  the  question  whether  Henriques,  by  eonoeolment  and  a  false  representation 
of  his  real  condition,  did  not  procure  the  shipment  of  the  4th  of  September  to  be 
made  to  him,  neither  expecting  nor  intending  to  pay  for  the  goods,  but  designing 
to  appropriate  them  in  the  way  he  did.  The  question  was  fairiy  raised,  and  It 
was  a  question  of  irUstUy  which  was  not  for  the  oourt,  but  the  juiy. 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  Jfovember,  1862. 
Daly,  Beady  and  Hilton,  Judges. 
The  facts  of  this  case  will  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

By  the  conrt,  Daly,  P.  J.  It  is  averred  in  the  complaint 
that  Henriques  was  insolvent  on  the  17th  September,  1857, 
and  that  by  fraudulently  concealing  that  fact  from  the 
plaintiff,  and  by  representing  to  him  that  he  was  prosperous 
and  successful  in  business,  he  led  the  plaintiff  to  consign 
to  him  $40,000  worth  of  segars.  That  the  representations 
were  of  the  character  alleged,  sufficiently  appears  by  Hen- 
rique's letters  from  the  I7th  of  August  to  the  17th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1857.  Prior  to 'that,  on  the  I7th  of  August,  1857, 
the  plaintiff  shipped  to  him,  from  Havana,  a  large  quantity 
of  segars,  amounting  to  $36,102.  On  the  4th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1857,  he  made  another  shipment  amounting  to  $33,234, 
and  eight  days  before  his  failure  Henriques  wrote,  hoping 
that  he  would  have  a  good  lot  by  the  next  shipment.  On 
the  17th  of  August,  1857,  he  wrote,  "I  have  money,  but 
business  is  so  dull  that  I  am  afraid  to  use  it."  On  the  7th 
of  September,  that  he  bad  to  pay  a  large  sum  in  the  month 
of  August,  but  that  it  did  not  put  him  to  any  inconvenience. 
On  the  12th,  that  the  shipment  of  the  I7th  of  August 
would  turn  out  to  be  a  very  good  one ;  that  the  segars 
were  selling  very  well,  and  that  all  his  customers  were  in 
very  good  circumstances ;  and.  on  the  17th,  he  says  that 
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**  bnainess  is  good  with  me,"  and  that  '*  though  money  is 
very  scarce,  I  do  not  suffer  by  it."  Eight  days  after,  he 
failed.  Daring  all  the  time,  he  was  heavily  embarrassed. 
By  his  own  showing  he  had,  in  the  Jnly  preceding,  con- 
fessed a  judgment  to  his  brother-in-law  for  the  very  large 
sum  of  $34,675,  This  was  alleged  to  be  for  money  loaned 
in  sums  of  $15,000,  $6,000  and  $4,075,  from  the  29th  of 
June  to  the  8  th  of  July,  the  day  when  the  confession  was 
given.  He  was  farther,  by  his  own  showing,  indebted  to 
his  brother-in-law  in  $6,213,  and  to  his  mother  and  his  aunt 
in  $10,487 ;  $4,029  of  which  latter  amount  was  for  money 
loaned  from  his  mother  in  fhe  February  preceding,  and 
$6,468  for  money  loaned  by  his  aunt  three  years  before. 
On  the  20th  of  September,  the  last  of  the  two  shipments  of 
$33,234  arrived.  Five  days  after,  he  transferred  the  bill 
of  lading  to  his  brother-in-law,  the  brother-in-law  then 
being  in  Europe,  and  made  a  bill  of  sale  to  him  of  the 
whole  shipment,  to  secure  the  debt  before  referred  to,  of 
$34,675,  and  on  the  same  day  he  confessed  a  judgment  to 
his  brother-in-law  for  $6,458,  for  money  deposited  with 
him.  On  the  next  day,  the  26th,  he  confessed  a  judgment 
to  his  mother,  she  then  being  in  Europe,  for  $4,029,  and  a 
judgment  to  his  aunt  for  $6,458  ;  and  on  that  day,  the  26th 
day  of  September,  1857,  four  judgments  were  entered  up  to 
his  brother-in-law,  his  aunt,  and  his  mother,  amounting  in 
the  aggregate  to  $51,000.  On  the  same  day,  four  execu- 
tions were  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  and  a  levy 
was  made  upon  the  same  day,  by  the  direction  of  the  attor- 
ney of  Henriques,  upon  segars  in  his  store  and  in  the  bonded 
warehouse.  There  was  but  $100  worth  in  his  store.  The 
rest  was  in  the  bonded  warehouse,  and  consisted  of  the  two 
shipments  made  by  the  plaintiff,  less  $15,659  of  the  first 
shipment,  which  Henriques  had  previously  withdrawn.  Ten 
days  after,  he  made  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, preferring  seven  creditors  whose  debts  amoanted  to 
$8,741.    No  property  passed  under  this  assignment,  except 
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outstanding  claims  consisting  of  protested  paper  and  book 
acconnts,  amounting  nominally  to  $100,000,  but  out  of 
which  th^  assignee  realized  only  a  very  small  sum,  between 
$100  and  $150,  Thpse  claims  and  office  furniture,  worth 
less  than  $100,  constituted,  with  the  two  shipments  sent 
by  the  plaintiff,  all  that  Henriques  had  at  the  time  of  his 
failure.  The  two  shipments  went  to  satisfy  the  judgment 
in  favor  of  his  brother-in-law,  his  mother  and  his  aunt» 
What  he  had  beyond  these  shipments  to  satisfy  the  cred- 
itors under  his  assignment,  did  not  exced  in  value  $160. 

All  that  appeared  in  respect  to  the  out9tanding  claims, 
amounting  nominally  to  $100,000,  was,  that  $10,000  of  that 
amount  had  been  due  for  six  years,  and  $20,000  of  it  for  two 
or  three  years ;  and  that  the  remainder  did  not  represent 
recent  losses,  is  inferable  from  the  statement  of  Henrique's 
brother,  who  was  his  clerk  and  assignee ;  that  he  knew  of 
no  particular  losses  he  had  met  with  between  August  and 
the  27th  of  September,  except  in  the  way  of  paying  inter- 
est ;  that  he  paid  a  very  large  amount  of  interest  between 
these  dates,  "  heavier  shaves"  than  he  did  before ;  and,  we 
have  his  own  statement  in  writing  in  his  letter  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  day  after  his  failure,  that  for  the  last  three  years 
he  had  met  with  very  heavy  losses  in  his  business.  His 
brother,  in  reply  to  a  question  to  which  the  plaintiff  ob- 
jected, and  which  objection  I  think  was  well  taken,  said 
that  all  Henrique's  embarrassments  arose  from  the  banks 
contracting  their  discounts.  There  was  a  serious  commer- 
cial panic  in  New  York,  commencing  with  the  failure  of 
the  Ohio  Life  and  Trust  Company  on  the  17th  of  August, 
1857.  To  this  he  refers  in  his  letter  to  the  plaintiff,  but 
declares  that  happily  it  did  not  put  him  to  any.inconven- 
ience.  This  he  says  on  the  7th  of  September,  and  on  the 
17th,  (eight  days  before  his  failure,)  he  wrote  that  money 
was  very  scarce,  but  that  he  did  not  suffer  by  it.  If  any 
great  and  unexpected  loss  had  occurred  during  the  few 
days  that  intervened  between  that  time  and  his  failure. 
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which  saddenly  changed  his  situation,  and  compelled  him 
to  stop  payment,  it  may  fairly  be  inferred  that  an  event  so 
important  would  have  been  known  to  hia  brother,  and 
would  have  been  brought  out  upon  his  cross-examination* 
We  have,  then,  in  the  evidence,  these  facts :  That  for 
three  years  he  had  met  with  very  heavy  losses  in  his  busi- 
ness ;  that  in  July  be  was  largely  indebted,  to  an  amount 
exceeding  $61,000,  and  that  he  then  confessed  a  judgment 
to  his  brother-in-law  for  $34,675 ;  that  from  August  to  his 
failure,  his  clerk,  brother  and  subsequent  assignee  knew  of 
no  particular  losses  he  had  sustained.  That  when  he  failed 
lie  had,  in  addition  to  what  he  owed  to  his  brother-in-law, 
his  mother  and  aunt,  debts  to  the  amount  of  $8,741 ;  and 
how  much  beyond  that,  is  not  disclosed  by  his  assignment, 
as  that  embraces  only  creditors  of  the  first  class,  who  were 
preferred.  That  his  assets  to  meet  this  large  indebtedness, 
leaving  out  the  property  shipped  to  him  by  the  plaintiff 
from  the  l7th  August  to  the  4th  of  September,  was  not 
worth  $250.  That  after  he  had  transferred  the  second 
shipment  to  his  brother-in-law,  Ferris,  and  executed  to  him 
a  bill  of  sale  for  it,  which  he  delivered  to  Ferris'  agent,  he 
made  oath  at  the  custom-house  that  he  was  himself  the 
owner  of  the  goods ;  and  though  the  consideration  of  the 
transfer  and  bill  of  sale  was  the  $34,000  owing  to  Ferris,  a 
judgment  for  the  same  debt  was  upon  the  same  day  entered, 
and  a  levy  made  under  it  upon  the  same  property.  That 
ten  days  before  his  failure,  he  drew  out  of  the  custom-house 
$15,679  of  the  first  shipment;  that  the  residue  of  it  and 
the  whole  of  the  second  was  turned  over  to  his  relatives, 
to  satisfy  judgments  confessed  to  th^n,  and  that  eight  days 
before  all  this  was  done,  he  wrote  to  the  plaintiff,  urging 
a  further  shipment,  with  a  request  to  send  him  a  good  lot 
of  fine  specified  brands  of  segars,  declaring  that  business 
was  good  with  him,  and  adding,  "  thank  Ood,  that  though 
money  is  very  scarce,  I  do  not  suffer  by  it,  because  my  pay- 
ments this  month  have  been  very  light,  and  happily  my 
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heavy  payments  took  place  last  month ;"  and  the  plaintiff, 
in  pnranance  of  the  request,  having  made  the  shipment, 
Henriqnes'  brother,  as  his  assignee,  now  claims  it,  and  has 
commenced  a  suit  against  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  segars 
thus  consigned ;  to  which  may  be  added  that  which  the 
letters  of  Henriqnes,  written  to  the  plaintiff  during  this 
period,  abound  in  expressions  of  the  greatest  confidence 
and  friendship.  The  plaintiff  is  not  even  placed  among 
the  preferred  class  in  his  assignment.  The  property  con- 
signed by  him  from  the  1st  of  August  to  the  4th  of  Sep- 
tember, has  been  disposed  of  by  Henriqnes  among  his  rela- 
tives, and  the  plaintiff,  after  $8,741  of  preferred  creditors, 
has  the  benefit  of  sharing  in  an  estate  the  whole  value  of 
which  is  shown  to  be  under  $150. 

This  state  of  factsVippearing  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
he  was,  in  my  judgment,  entitled  to  go  to  the  jury  upon 
the  question  whether  Henriqnes,  by  a  concealment  and  a 
false  representation  of  his  real  condition,  did  not  procure 
the  shipment  of  the  4th  of  September  to  be  made  to  him, 
neither  expecting  nor  intending  to  pay  for  the  goods,  but 
designing  to  appropriate  them  in  the  way  in  which  he  did. 
On  the  facts  shown  the  question  was  fairly  raised,  and  it 
was  a  question  of  intent,  which  was  not  for  the  court  but 
for  the  jury.     {Smith  agt  Acker,  23  Wend.,  658.) 

It  is  suggested  that  the  business  between  Henriqnes  and 
the  plaintiff  was  one  of  long  standing,  and  that  the  ship- 
ments were  made  in  the  regular  course  of  business,  without 
any  new  inducement  being  held  out.  It  did  not  appear  by 
the  evidence  whether  the  business  was  of  long  standing  or 
not.  It  does  appear  that  there  were  transactions  before 
the  two  shipments  referred  to.  It  also  appears  that  bills 
were  drawn  against  each  shipment,  and  that  Henriqnes  in 
each  letter  took  occasion  to  refer  to  his  circumstances ;  to 
declare,  eight  days  before  his  failure,  that  his  heavy  pay- 
ments took  place  before  the  panic ;  that  his  payments  in 
the  month  of  September  were  very  light ;  that  he  did  not 
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suffer  by  the  scarcity  of  money ;  although  his  brother  tes- 
tifies that  he  paid  ^'  heavier  shaves ''  in  September  than  he 
did  before ;  that  he  paid  a  very  large  amount  of  interest 
dnring  that  month  to  Moses  Taylor  and  other  wealthy  men. 

His  letters  convey,  and  it  is  apparent  were  intended  to 
convey,  the  impression  that  he  was  wholly  free  from  em^ 
barrassment.  He  writes  on  the  l7th  of  August  that  he  has 
money,  but  that  business  is  dull  and  that  he  is  afraid  to  use 
it.  In  another,  that  the  stoppage  of  the  banks  put  him  to  no 
other  incouTenience  except  to  lock  up  $3,600  of  his  funds ; 
the  fact  being  that  he  had  in  the  July  previous  procured 
loans  from  his  brother-in-law  to  the  amount  of  $34,000 ; 
and  that  his  brother-in-law,  in  making  this  loan,  looked 
upon  his  affairs  as  very  critical,  is  evident  from  his  taking 
a  confession  of  judgment,  and  from  his  instructions  to  his 
agent,  to  watch  Henrique's  business  very  closely,  and  if 
there  was  any  danger  of  his  failing,  to  put  the  judgment 
immediately  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  and  take  every  pos- 
sible method  of  securing  the  debt.  This  was  long  before 
the  panic,  and  nearly  three  months  before  the  banks 
stopped  pay.  The  facts  disclosed  warrant  the  presump- 
tion that  he  was  then  insolvent ;  that  though  he  might  go 
on  for  some  time  by  getting  discounts,  his  condition  was 
then  irretrievable,  except  by  what  he  calls  a  '*  brilliant 
operation."  That  he  had  been  brought  to  that  state  by 
three  years'  very  heavy  losses  in  business,  and  that  the 
shutting  off  of  discounts  merely  accelerated  a  result  that 
was  inevitable.  The  prosperous  or  safe  condition  por- 
trayed in  his  letter  was  not  true.  In  eight  days  after  the 
flattering  letter  to  the  plaintiff,  of  17th  of  September, 
asking  another  large  shipment,  he  fails,  leaving  $80,000  of 
indebtedness,  upon  his  own  showing,  and  $250  worth  of 
effects  to  meet  it,  having  by  one  stroke  swept  away  the 
whole  of  the  segars  consigned  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  to 
pay  $51,000  of  indebtedness  to  members  of  his  family. 

If  the  question  had  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  they 
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-were  of  opinion  that  he  obtained  the  $33,000  worth  of 
segars,  shipped  on  the  4th  of  September,  with  a  precon- 
oeived  intention  not  to  pay  for  them;  that  he  obtained 
them  by  designedly  misrepresenting  his  real  condition,  the 
conclusion  would  be  that  he  acquired  no  title,  and  that 
having  none  himself,  he  could  transfer  none  to  the  defend- 
ant Ferris.  Nothing  in  such  a  case  would  pass  by  the 
indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading,  the  bill  of  sale,  or  by  the 
seizure  of  the  segars  under  the  execution  against  Henriques. 
{Jdowrey  agt.  Wdsh^  8  Cow.,  238  ;  Ash  agt.  Putnam,  1  Hill, 
302.)  It  is  suggested  that  the  non-suit  was  right,  the 
plaintiff  having  given  no  evidence  to  show  that  he  was  the 
owner,  the  presumption  being  that  the  goods  belong  to  the 
eonsignee.  The  relation  between  the  plaintiff  and  Hen- 
riques clearly  appeared.  The  shipment  was  made  against 
bills  drawn  upon  Henriques  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  If 
the  shipment  was  procured  by  fraud,  this  evidence  waa 
enough  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner. 

I  am  not  satisfied,  moreover,  even  if  the  case  is  divested 
of  the  question  of  fraud,  that  the  right  of  stoppage  in  tran- 
situ  did  not  exist,  but  I  forbear  to  discuss  that  question,, 
deeming  what  is  above  stated  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff to  a  new  trial. 


COUET  OP  APPEALS. 

Benjamin  Keller,  adm'r  of  Bachel  Keller,  his  mother, 
agt.  The  New  York  Central  Railroad  Company. 

ITepwof  offtc—tory  cr  9p4Ciml  iimag$  to  tlM  plaiatiff  or  BiXt  «C  kinbiwei 
mry  to  flOftolii  an  Mtion  Inroiiglit  wider  the  itatmte  bj  the  ftdminiftnOor  of  the 
deoeaied  for  injnriai  to  the  perton.     (See  to  th»  iamt  ^$€t  (Hdfietd  Agt.  iV.  7. 
Cenirai  JR.  R.  Co.,  14  N.  T.  JR.,  BIO.) 

She  cpneUonof  nogUgouoo  ia  aU  oMei  iaFBlvee  a  qneitloB  of /set,  and  it  it  only 
where  the  qoettioii  of  fiMt  ii  fr$o  from  all  doubt  that  the  oonrt  hM  »  right  to 
apply  the  law  without  the  aotion  of  the  jnrj ;  that  is,  the  faeti  may  be  lo  dear 
and  deeided  that  the  infereoee  of  negligenoe  ii  inwiatihles  and  in  vwvj fnoh 
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«MeUk«h«diit7of  Ihe  court  to  dMids;  bviwUnthe  fMUor  th«  iBferaateto 
be  drawn  from  them  are  in  any  degrte  doubtful,  the  only  proper  role  is  to  inb- 
mlt  tha  whole  matter  to  the  jury  under  proper  instmetfons. 

The  negligence  of  the  party,  whioh  wiU  d^emi  kU  ocliM  in  tbeie  meee,  if  nathtef 
more  than  a  want  iff  proper  care;  and  this  question  is  alwayji  mora  ok  less  affeo- 
ted  by  the  oondaot  of  the  oppoeing  party. 

It  if  not  always  negligence  to  cross  a  railroad  track.  If  the  erocsing  Is  at  a  ttma 
when  no  train  is  due,  and  cannot  be  reasonably  expected  to  pass,  it  is  m^  negU* 
genee.  It  is  not  negligence  when  a  person  uses  his  faenltics  the  best  he  in  capa- 
ble of  under  the  cireamstances. 

In  this  «asa»  the  deseassd  mother  and  daughter,  pawengars  en  a  mall  tain  of  tha 
*  defendants'  cars  going  west,  left  the  cars  at  a  station  where  they  desired  to  stop» 
while  the  cars  were  on  a  slow  more  forward,  getting  off  on  the  sooth  side  where 
there  was  another  railroad  track,  orer  seren  feet  distant;  they  attempted  to  erosa 
thelaUn  tsack  when  an  ezpc««  train  going  east,  at  tha  mte  of  thirty  or  forty  miles 
an  hour,  struck  and  killed  them  instantly.  The  two  trains  should  hare  passed 
each  other  two  and  a  half  miles  west  of  the  station— the  mall  train  being  behind 
time, 

Heidi  that  the  infersnca  to  ba  drawn  f^om  a  pretty  broad  field  of  Ihotf  and  dicam- 
stances,  whioh  legitimately  belonged  to  the  jury,  rendered  it  a  fit  case  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  Jury,  and  the  defendants*  motion  for  a  non-euit  was  properly  denied.  • 

September  Term,  1861. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Benjamin  Keller,  adminis- 
trator of  Rachel  Keller,  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
to  her,  and  for  killing  her,  by  defendants,  at  Ganastota, 
in  the  county  of  Madison,  on  the  29th  day  of  August, 
1854,  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  1841,  entitled 
''  An  act  requiring  compensation  for  causing  death  by 
wrongful  act,  neglect  or  default,''  as  amended  by  chap- 
ter 256  of  the  Laws  of  1849. 

•If  ike  case  of  Ernei  agt.  Hudem  B.  SL  SL  Co.,  (anie,  p.  07,)  is  to  be  fol- 
lowed, it  would  seem  that  the  deceased  in  this  case,  both  mother  and  daughter, 
were  guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  omitting  to  look  both  waye  upon  the  track  they 
were  about  to  eross,  to  aaoestain  wfaettier  a  train  was  appioaehing  in  either  direc- 
tion. If  they  had  looked  they  would  hare  seen  it,  and  under  the  common  instincts 
of  humanity  for  the  preserration  of  life,  would  have  remained  on  the  oars  and  been 
sared;  or  as  in  the  case  of  Wilde,  (23  IToie.  P.  R.,  4^,)  would  have  decided  that 
they  could  eroes  uninjured  and  take  the  consequences.  The  presun^tion  is,  under 
this  rule,  that  if  they  did  look,  they  decided  on  the  latter  course;  and  what  better 
or  safer  rule  can  be  laid  down  in  these  cases  than  the  one  stated  in  Ernet  agt. 
Hudeon  R.  R.  R,  Co. ;  and  that  there  is  a  necessity  for  some  rule  or  settled  direc- 
tion on  the  subject  is  apparent,  on  looking  over  the  many  reported  eases  on  this 
subject,  most  of  which  are  injuries  and  death  caused  by  undertaking  to  cross  a 
railroad.  As  the  latter  case  is  the  latest  from  this  court,  It  ought  to  be  considered 
Undlng.  Bb^* 
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The  action  was  tried  at  the  Madison  circuit,  in  March, 
1857,  when  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  against  the 
defendants  for  $1,700  damages. 

The  deceased  was  a  widow,  and  left  no  child,  surviving 
her,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  relative  ^o 
was  dependent  upon  her  for  support.  Her  heirs  and  next 
of  kin  were  two  sons  and  a  daughter,  all  of  whom  were 
over  twenty-one  years  of  age.  Another  adult  daughter 
was  killed  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  manner  Mrs. 
Keller  was. 

Mrs.  Keller  and  her  daughter  (Mrs.  Dickens)  arrived 
at  Ganastota,  in  the  mail  train  from  the  east,  which  train 
was  a  few  minutes  behind  time  when  it  was  stopped. 
That  train  was  on  the  north  track,  which  was  about  seven 
feet  from  the  north  rail  of  the  south  track,  t.  e.  the  south 
rail  of  the  north  track  was  about  seven  feet  from  the 
north  rail  of  the  south  track.  Mrs.  Keller  and  Mrs.  Dick- 
ens got  off  the  mail  train,  on  the  south  side,  just  previous 
to  the  passing  of  an  express  train  at  .full  speed,  on  the 
south  track,  from  the  west,  and  before  they  got  across 
the  south  track  that  train  struck  them  and  killed  both  of 
them  instantly. 

The  supreme  court,  at  the  general  term,  denied  the 
defendants'  motion  for  a  new  trial.  {Set  17  Hcfw.  Pr.  R.y 
102  ;  28  Barb.,  44.) 

The  defendants  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals,  where 
the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  was  affirmed. 

The  facts  not  stated  above,  which  are  necessary  to  a 
correct  understanding  of  the  points  decided  by  the  court 
of  appeals,  are  contained  in  the  opinion  of  that  court, 
delivered  by  Judge  Mason. 

T.  Jenkins,  for  plaintiff. 

S.  T.  Faikchild,  for  defendantt. 

Mason,   J.     The   first  question  which  I  propose  to 
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consider  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  judge  at  ciroait  was 
ri^t  in  his  refusal  to  grant  the  defendants'  motion  for  a 
non-suit. 

The  grounds  taken  by  the  counsel  on  that  motion,  or  that 
the  complaint  be  dismissed,  are :  1,  because  no  damages 
were  proved  as  contemplated  by  the  statute,  neither  to 
the  husband,  nor  to  the  next  of  kin,  nor  are  any  alleged 
in  the  complaint ;  2,  because  no  negligence  or  wrongful 
act  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  is  proved,  but  the  con- 
trary; 3,  because  the  undisputed  evidence  in  the  case 
shows  positive  carelessness  on  the  part  of  the  deceased, 
which  contributed  to  the  accident.  The  case  of  Oldfieldj 
administrator  of  Downie  agt.  the  Jfew  York  fy  Harlem  Rail- 
road Company^  (14  JV*.  F.  R.,  310,)  and  the  complaint  in  the 
action  furnishes  a  complete  answer  to  the  first  objection. 
That  case  decides  that  no  proof  of  resulting  damages  in 
such  an  action  is  necessary  to  sustain  it,  and  it  is  alleged 
in  the  complaint  that  the  next  of  kin  of  Bachel,  the  intes- 
tate, suffered  great  loss  and  damage  by  means  of  her 
death.  There  clearly  was  sufficient  evidence  upon  the 
question  of  the  defendants'  negligence  to  submit  the  case 
to  the  jury.  In  the  first  place,  it  was  negligence  in  the 
engineer  of  the  express  train  to  run  his  train  past  the  sta- 
tion at  the  rate  of  thirty  to  forty  miles  an  hour,  when  he 
knew  the  mail  train  was  at  the  station  discharging  its 
passengers.  In  the  second  place,  it  was  negligence  in  the 
conductor  of  the  mail  train  to  make  so  short  a  stop  at 
the  station.  He  should  have  given  more  time,  and  seen 
to  it  that  his  passengers  were  safely  discharged.  At 
least  he  should  have  given  them  reasonable  time.  In  the 
third  place,  the  station  should  have  been  announced  in 
the  car  where  the  deceased  was.  I  know  there  is  a  con- 
flict in  the  evidence  whether  the  station  was  announced 
in  this  car  or  not ;  that  certainly  belonged  to  the  jury  to 
decide,  and  we  must  assume  it  was  found  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff.    In  the  fourth  place,  the  defendants'  servants. 
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having  in  charge  the  mail  train^  knew  that  the  express 
train  was  approaching  at  a  rapid  speed,  and  that  there 
was  great  danger  to  be  apprehended  of  injury  to  those 
who  were  to  get  off  from  their  train,  and  they  shonld  have 
taken  more  precaution.  The  brakemen  stationed  to  keep 
persons  from  getting  off  the  south  side  were  negligent  in 
their  duties,  either  in  allowing  these  ladies  to  get  off  on  that 
side  or  for  leaving  their  posts  before  the  apprehended 
danger  was  past.  It  seems  this  danger  was  apprehended 
and  would  have  been  guarded  against  if  the  brakemen  had 
not  been  negligent  in  discharging  their  duty.  The  brake- 
man  between  the  first  and  second  car  says,  he  knew  the 
express  train  was  coming  and  kept  his  station  on  the 
south  side  of  the  platform  to  prevent  people  getting  off 
on  that  side.  The  deceased  and  her  mother  got  off  that 
platform  on  the  south  side,  and  yet  this  brakeman  says 
he  first  saw  them  on  the  south  track.  He  must  have  been 
asleep  or  else  not  attending  to  his  duties. 

The  question  of  negligence  in  all  cases  involves  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  and  it  is  only  where  the  question  of  fact  is 
free  from  all  doubt  that  the  court  has  a  right  to  apply 
the  law  without  the  action  of  the  jury.  {Banker  agt.  Rens. 
Sr  Sar.  Railroad  Co.,  32  Barb.  A,  165-169.)  When  either 
the  facts  or  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  them  are  in 
any  degree  doubtful  as  to  the  question  of  negligence,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  judge  to  submit  the  matter  to  the  jury 
under  proper  instructions  as  to  the  law.  (32  Barb.  A., 
144.)  The  rule  upon  this  subject  was  well  stated  by 
Judge  Johnson,  speaking  for  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Ireland  agt.  Plank  Road  Company,  (3  Ker.  R.,  633,)  where 
he  said  it  by  no  means  follows  because  there  is  no  con- 
flict in  the  testimony  that  the  court  is  to  decide  the  issue 
as  a  question  of  law.  He  adds,  the  fact  of  negligence  is 
very  seldom  established  by  such  direct  and  positive  evi- 
dence, that  it  can  be  taken  from  the  jury  and  pronounced 
upon  as  matter  of  law.     On  the  contrary,  it  is  almost 
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always  to  be  deduced  as  an  inference  of  fact  from  several 
faets  and  circnmstances  disclosed  by  the  testimony,  after 
their  connection  and  relation  to  the  matter  in  issue  have 
been  traced  and  their  weight  and  force  considered.  In 
rach  cases  the  inference  cannot  be  made  without  the  inter- 
vention of  the  jury,  although  all  the  witnesses  agree  in 
their  statements.  Deductions  from  facts  and  circumstan- 
ces, from  their  very  nature,  are  not  strictly  subjects  of 
legal  science,  like  presumptions  of  law.  What  constitutes 
negligence  in  such  cases  is  determined  by  an  inference  of 
the  mind  from  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
as  minds  are  differently  constituted,  the  inference  from  a 
given  state  of  facts  and  circumstances  will  not  always  be 
the  same.  I  admit  the  facts  may  be  so  clear  and 
decided  that  this  inference  of  negligence  is  irresisti- 
ble, and  in  every  such  case  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge  to 
decide ;  but  when  the  facts  or  the  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  them  are  in  any  degree  doubtful,  the  only  proper  rule 
is  to  submit  the  whole  matter  to  the  jury  under  proper 
instructions.  The  case  at  bar  is  one  which  the  judge 
at  circuit  was  clearly  in  the  line  of  his  duty  in  submitting 
Uie  case  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of  the  defendants' 
negligence.  There  were  so  many  facts  and  circumstances 
and  such  a  variety  of  considerations  to  be  taken  into 
account  in  determining  the  question,  the  facts  in  regard 
to  some  of  which  being  also  in  dispute,  that  the  judge 
was  right  in  leaving  the  inference  or  conclusion  to  be 
deduced  from  them  to  the  jury ;  the  facts  were  not  so  clear 
and  decided  that  the  inference  was  irresistible.  My  own 
opinion  upon  the  trial  was,  that  a  case  of  negligence  was 
proved,  and  if  the  duty  had  devolved  upon  me  to  decide, 
I  should  have  so  found.  It  is  hardly  a  ground  for  inter- 
ference with  this  judgment  that  another  judge  sitting  in 
this  court  in  review,  comes  to  a  different  conclusion  upon 
this  question.     The  question  to  be  determined  in  such  a 

case  is  solved  by  the  inference  which  the  mind  draws  from 
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the  facts  and  circnmstances  of  the  case,  and  as  minds  are 
differently  constituted,  the  inference  from  a  given  state  of 
facts  and  circumstances  will  not  always  be  the  same. 
Here,  then,  you  get  a  case  which  it  is  the  province  of  the 
jury  to  decide.  It  would  have  been  an  error  in  the  judge 
at  circuit  if  he  had  refused  to  submit  this  case  to  the 
jury  upon  this  question  of  negligence. 

The  remarks  above  made  as  to  the  submission  of  the 
question  of  the  defendants'  negligence,  apply  equally  to 
the  question  of  the  negligence  of  the  deceased.  The 
negligence  of  the  party  which  will  defeat  his  action  in 
such  cases  is  nothing  more  than  want  of  proper  care,  and 
this  question  is  always  more  or  less  affected  by  the  con- 
duct of  the  opposing  party.  It  is  not  always  negligence 
to  cross  a  railroad  track.  If  the  crossing  is  at  a  time 
when  no  train  is  due  and  cannot  be  reasonably  expected 
to  pass,  it  is  not  negligence.  The  passengers  in  this  mail 
train  had  no  reason  to  apprehend  or  expect  that  the 
express  train  would  pass  them  at  that  station.  Their 
time  table  required  them  to  pass  each  other  two  and  one- 
half  miles  west  of  Canastota,  and  such  was  their  almost 
invariable  custom.  Mr.  Toby,  who  kept  the  railroad 
house,  there  says  that  the  trains  do  not  usually  meet  there, 
and  he  did  not  know  as  they  had  that  season.  It  was  a 
thing  unusual,  and  seemed  to  have  alarmed  the  conductor 
of  the  mail  train ;  and  Rose,  the  ticket  and  freight  agent, 
seemed  alarmed  that  the  express  train  was  to  pass  while 
the  mail  train  was  receiving  and  discharging  its  passen- 
gers. The  flagman,  Weldon,  says  he  was  so  flustrated 
and  confused  he  could  not  tell  how  long  the  mail  train 
did  stop.  It  was  an  occurrence  that  semed  to  have 
alarmed  Mr.  Toby,  who  was  familiar  with  all  the  dangers  to 
be  apprehended,  and  he  was  on  the  alert.  Rose,  the 
ticket  agent,  gave  special  instruction  to  the  flagman.  He 
sent  Reese,  the  baggageman,  around  the  south  side  of  the 
mail  train  to  see  that  no  one  got  on  the  south  track. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  179 

Keller  agt.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Company. 

These   two  brakemen,  R and   Waterbury,  saw  the 

express  train  coming,  and  seemed  fully  to  appreciate  the 
danger.  They  voluntarily,  without  any  directions,  placed 
themselves  on  the  south  side  of  the  platform  of  their  cars 
to  prevent  persons  getting  off  on  that  side,  and  Water- 
bury  says  he  showed  persons  off  the  north  side  until  he 
saw  Miss  White,  who  had  got  off  on  the  north  side,  was 
passing  around  behind  the  cars  to  cross  the  track,  and 
seeing  her  danger  he  started  for  her ;  but  fortunately  Mr. 
Toby  saw  her,  and  running  after  her  caught  hold  of  her, 
and  drew  her  back  when  within  three  feet  of  the  south 
track,  and  at  that  instant,  says  Mr.  Toby,  the  express 
train  came.  The  sequel  demonstrated  that  these  persons 
were  not  unnecessarily  agitated  in  regard  to  the  appre- 
hended danger  from  the  express  train.  If  the  deceased 
and  her  daughter  knew  that  the  express  train  was  coming, 
it  would  have  been  a  mere  piece  of  recklessness  in  them 
to  have  got  off  on  the  south  side.  They  did  not  know  it, 
and  therefore  had  no  reason  to  apprehend  it,  and  certainly 
the  deceased  was  no  more  negligent  in  getting  off  the 
train  on  this  side  than  on  the  other  side,  had  not  the 
express  train  been  running  in.  The  ground  was  smooth 
and  hard  where  they  got  off,  and  there  was  a  space 
between  the  north  and  south  track  of  over  seven  feet  in 
width,  and  where  the  passengers  land  who  get  off  the 
down  trains  from  the  south  track.  It  may  have  been,  and 
I  am  inclined  to  think  it  was  negligence  in  these  ladies 
to  get  off  while  the  train  was  in  motion ;  and  I  think  that 
we  should  hold  that  they  assumed  the  risk  of  safely 
landing  themselves  from  the  cars.  They  did  safely  dis- 
charge themselves  from  the  cars,  and  would  have  been  all 
safe  but  for  the  unexpected  approach  of  the  express  train. 
It  was  certainly  not  unlawful  for  them  to  get  off  the  south 
side,  and  they  were  not  negligent  in  doing  so  unless  they 
had  reason  to  expect  a  train  to  pass  on  the  south  track. 
Whether  they  were  negligent  or  not  depends  upon  the 
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question  whether  they  had  reason  to  apprehend  danger. 
Now  it  seems  to  me  if  she  had  been  familiar  with  the  locak 
itj  and  known  the  ground,  and  been  familiar  with  it,  they 
were  not  negligent  in  getting  out  on  the  sonth  side ;  but 
these  ladies  were  strangers  there,  and  for  anght  that 
appears,  were  not  aware  that  there  was  another  track  south 
of  the  one  they  were  on.  Was  Miss  White,  the  music 
teacher,  negligent  in  attempting  to  cross  this  track  at  the 
time  and  in  the  manner  she  did?  She  had  been  accus- 
tomed to  come  upon  this  train,  and  cross  the  railroad  to  go 
to  her  music  class,  and  knew  that  she  had  no  reason  to 
expect  any  train  from  the  west  at  that  time.  She  was  not 
careless,  because  she  had  no  warning  of  danger,  and  yet 
she  would,  beyond  doubt,  have  been  killed  if  Mr.  Toby  had 
not  seized  her  and  pulled  her  back  just  at  the  instant  he 
did.  And  so  young  Fowler,  who  got  off  on  the  south  side, 
would  very  likely  have  been  killed  if  Mr.  Toby  and  the 
flagman  had  not  warned  him  of  his  danger  in  time  to  make 
his  escape.  Were  they  negligent  in  attempting  to  cross  the 
track  after  they  were  safely  landed  ?  This  depends  upon 
many  circumstances.  They  certainly  were  in  great  danger 
to  remain  where  they  were.  The  engineer  of  the  ezpresa 
train  swore  that  it  would  be  diflScult  to  stand  where  they 
got  off,  between  the  trains,  when  one  was  in  full  motioui 
although  he  thought  it  barely  possible.  Now,  it  does  not 
appear  from  the  evidence  when  they  first  learned  the 
approach  of  the  express  train,  whether  before  or  after  they 
had  started  to  cross  the  track ;  if  after,  then  it  were  safer  to 
keep  on.  It  does  not  make  much  difference,  I  apprehend, 
whether  it  was  before  or  afterward.  If  they  saw  it  as  soon 
as  they  got  upon  the  ground,  they  can  hardly  be  charged 
with  negligence  in  their  best  attempts  to  escape  danger. 
Here  was  the  express  train  coming  towards  them  at  the 
rate  of  thirty  to  forty  miles  an  hour.  Here  was  in  their 
reach  the  train  from  which  they  had  just  alighted,  and 
there  was  no  escape  that  way  unless  they  got  back  upon 
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that  train  which  had  been  increasing  its  speed.  This  ecmld 
not  have  been  done  probably  if  they  had  tried.  There  eer« 
tainly  could  have  bee9  no  question  in  regard  to  their  ueglip 
gence  had  they  been  killed  in  attempting  to  get  back  upon 
the  train  from  which  they  had  just  alighted.  Had  they 
stood  still  they  would  very  probably  have  been  killed.  If 
they  saw  the  whole  of  their  danger  after  they  landed,  I  am 
not  prepared  to  say  that  the  course  they  took  was  not  the 
wisest.  Had  the  mother  but  time  to  have  taken  one  step 
more,  and  the  daughter  two,  they  both,  probably  would 
have  been  saved.  Bat  they  had  no  time  to  reason  and 
were  undoubtedly  greatly  frightened,  and  if  they  did  not 
exhibit  sound  judgment,  or  what  we  may  think  such,  now 
in*ooolly  looking  the  matter  over,  it  is  not  such  negligeaoe 
as  will  deprive  them  of  this  action.  It  is  not  negligraee 
when  a  person  uses  his  faculties  the  best  he  is  capable  of 
under  tibe  circumstances.  They  were  not  negligent  in 
remaijiing  in  the  car  so  long  as  they  did,  unless  the  station 
was  announced,  and  there  is  a  conflict  in  the  evidence  ia 
regard  to  this  question  which  belonged  to  the  jury  to  deter- 
mine. There  is  also  conaideirable  discrepancy  in  the  testi- 
mony as  to  the  speed  with  which  the  train  was  moving 
when  they  got  off,  and  Qen.  Messanger  says  they  had  star* 
ted  with  a  slow  motion,  and  others  say  they  were  at  the 
speed  of  from  five  to  eight  miles  an  hour,  and  then  again 
as  to  the  time  of  the  stop,  the  evidence  varies  from  thirty 
seconds  to  two  minutes.  From  all  these  facts  and  circum- 
stances to  which  I  have  adverted,  and  many  others  which 
are  to  be  found  in  the  case,  the  deduction  of  negligence  or 
not  is  to  be  ascertained.  It  is  an  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  a  pretty  bi-oad  field  of  facts  and  circumstances,  and 
which  legitimately  belonged  to  the  jury.  It  was  a  fit  case 
to  submit  to  the  jury.  It  was  so  submitted,  and  they  have 
found,  from  their  verdict,  that  the  deceased  was  not  negli* 
gent.  The  supreme  court,  who  had  the  right  end  were 
asked  to  set  aside  thu  finding  of  the  jury,  by  their  refusal, 
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hare  approved  it.  If  there  w«8  Dothing  to  salMiiit,  I  think 
it  will  demonstrate  that  both  the  jury  and  an  intelligent 
oomrt,  which  reviewed  their  finding,  committed  a  pretty 
gross  blander;  the  one  in  rendering  a  verdict,  and  the 
other  in  sustaining  it.  This  court  has  no  power  either  to 
Improve  or  disapprove  of  the  verdict ;  all  this  court  can 
determine  is,  whether  as  matters  of  law  there  is  any  aspect 
in  which  the  case  can  be  considered  which  wonld  justify 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  bnt  the  mle  is,  that  if  this  rests 
in  any  degree  of  donbt,  then  the  case  most  go  to  the  jury 
for  their  verdict.  They  hold  in  Connecticut  that  negligence 
is  so  peculiarly  a  question  of  fact,  that  it  shall  be  left  to 
the  jury,  even  on  a  conceded  state  of  facts.  (19  Conn.  /L, 
566 ;  2  Smith  4r  Bates  Am.  Railway  cases,  114.)  There  was 
no  error  committed  in  leaving  this  question  of  negligence 
to  the  jury.  The  general  proposition  was  submitted  on  the 
motion  for  a  non-suit  that  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient 
to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  but  it  involved  only  the 
three  propositions  we  have  considered. 

The-  point  was  also  taken  that  the  complaint  did  not 
state  a  cause  of  action ;  but  the  point  is  not  made  on  this 
appeal,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  proposition,  and  it  is 
not  necessary  to  consider  it.  The  first  two  propositions  of 
the  defendants'  counsel,  in  his  request  to  charge,  are  set- 
tled by  this  court  against  the  defendants  in  the  case  of 
Oldfield  agt.  The  Jfew  York  Sf  Harlem  Railroad  Company, 
(14  JV.  Y.  R.,  310.)  That  case  holds  that  no  proof  of 
pecuniary  or  special  damage  to  the  plaintiff  or  next  of  kin, 
in  consequence  of  the  death,  was  necessary  to  sustain  the 
action.  That  case  also  holds  that  the  existence  of  a  widow 
to  share  in  the  damages,  is  not  necessary  to  sustain  the 
action;  that  the  action  lies  in  every  case  where  the 
deceased  could  have  sustained  an  action  for  the  injury  had 
she  survived.  The  case  of  Quin,  aimW  agt.  Moore,  (15  Jf. 
Y.  R.,  432,)  also  affirms  the  latter  proposition. 

The  third  and  fourth  propositions  in  the  defendants' 
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requests,  to  charge,  involve  simply  the  questions  of  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  deceased  and  the  defendants, 
which  we  have  already  considered.  The  fifth  proposition 
was  charged  as  requested.  The  case  of  Otdfitld  agt  7As 
Jf.  F.  4*  Harlem  R.  R.  Co.,  (14  JV*.  Y.  R.,  310,)  holds  that 
it  would  have  been  an  error  for  the  judge  to  charge  the 
latter  branch  of  the  sixth  proposition,  and  it  is  not  impor- 
tant, therefore,  to  inquire  whether  the  first  portion  of  the 
proposition  is  right  or  not ;  a  request  to  charge  the  jury 
should  be  in  such  form  that  the  court  may  charge  in  the 
very  terms  of  the  request,  without  qualification.  (Carpen- 
ter agt.  Stilivell,  1  Kern.  iL,  61.)  The  judge  is  not  required 
to  separate  a  proposition  of  this  kind  and  pick  out  what 
is  good  and  refuse  the  rest.  There  was  no  error,  therefore, 
in  the  refusal  to  charge  the  sixth  proposition ;  but  there  is 
another  answer  to  all  of  these  propositions.  They  were 
submitted  as  a  series  of  propositions  for  the  judge  to 
charge,  and  there  is  but  a  general  exception  which  states 
that  the  defendants  excepted  to  the  judge's  refusal  to  rule 
and  decide  as  requested  in  the  foregoing  propositions.  Now 
as  several  of  the  propositions  are  clearly  erroneous,  this  gen- 
eral exception  presents  no  question  for  review  in  this  court., 
{Caldwell  agt.  Murphy,  1  Ker.  it.,  416  ;  J<mes  agt  Otgood^ 
2  Sdd.  A.,  233 ;  Hunt  agt.  Mayhee,  3  Seld.  R,  266-273.) 
There  are  several  answers  to  the  defendants'  objections, 
that  the  complaint  did  not  state  the  names  of  the  next  of 
kin,  Ac.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  them, 
and  in  the  second  place,  the  objection  cannot  be  taken  on 
a  motion  for  a  non-suit.  If  the  defendant  had  desired  to 
have  the  complaint  more  specific  in  this  respect,  his  proper 
way  was  to  move  to  have  the  complaint  made  more  specific. 
And  in  the  third  place,  as  this  objection  was  taken  on  the 
motion  for  a  non-suit,  it  could  not  prevail,  for  this  court 
has  held  in  the  two  cases  of  Quin  agt  JIfoore,  and  Oldfield 
agt.  The  Jfew  York  tf  Harlem  Railroad  Company,  above 
referred  to,  that  the  action  depends  on  the  right  of  the 
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injured  person  to  maintain  an  action  for  the  injnriea  i£ 
he  or  she  were  living ;  and  that  the  action  lies  in  every 
diise  where  the  deceased  could  have  maintained  an  action, 
were  he  or  she  living.  This  certainly  settles  the  ques- 
tion that  who  are  the  next  of  kin  is  not  material  so  far  as. 
the  right  to  maintain  the  action  is  concerned. 

The  objection  taken  to  the  evidence  of  Davis  and  War- 
decker  cannot  avail  the  defendant.  The  objection  is  a 
general  one  to  the  whole  evidence.  {See  case^  folio*  36, 
40,  124.)  The  most  of  this  evidence  was  certainly  wholly 
unobjectionable,  and  consequently  the  objection  goes  for 
nothing,  If  the  counsel  had  called  the  attention  of  the 
judge  to  a  particular  portion  of  this  evidence,  by  object* 
ing  to  that  specifically,  very  probably  he  would  have 
excluded  it.  It  is  enough,  however,  that  having  objected 
to  this  entire  evidence  in  gross,  his  objection  cannot  pre* 
vail  for  that  reason. 

The  defendants'  counsel  proposed  to  ask  the  witness 
Rose,  whether  this  train  stopped  ample  time  for  all  the 
passengers  to  get  off,  including  these  ladies.  This  was 
objected  to,  and  excluded.  This  evidence  was  properly 
excluded.  It  presented  one  of  the  issues  in  the  cause 
which  the  jury  were  to  determine  from  all  the  evidence 
in  the  case,  and  the  opinion  of  the  witness  was  not  com- 
petent evidence.  It  did  not  involve  a  matter  of  scientific 
opinion,  or  where  the  opinion  of  experts  was  competent. 
{Cook  agt.  Brockway,  21  Barb,  JR.,  331 ;  Morehouse  agt. 
Matheijos,  2  Comst.^  614  ;  Merritt  agt.  Seaman^  2  Seld,,  168 ; 
The  Jeff.  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Cathaal,  7.  W.,  72.)  This  witness 
had  stated  the  time  of  the  stop  to  be  from  one  and  one  half 
to  two  minutes,  while  others  had  stated  it  to  be  thirty 
seconds  to  a  minute ;  and  there  were  other  facts  in  the 
case  upon  which  the  jury  were  called  upon  to  decide  this 
question  of  fact.  It  is  sufficient,  however,  that  the  evi- 
dence was  not  competent,  for  the  opinion  of  the  witness 
was  not  evidence  upon  suoh  a  subject.    It  was  not  com- 
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petent  for  the  defenda^nt  to  prove  by  Cole  and  Woolever, 
although  they  were  proved  to  have  had  experience  in 
rail-roading,  that  in  their  judgment  it  was  safer  to  run 
into  the  station,  and  discharge  the  passengerSi  than  to 
stop  either  east  or  west  of  the  station.  It  was  a  matter 
where  the  opinion  of  those  men  was  not  evidence,  (21 
Barb.i  331 ;  2  Comst,  614 ;  2  Seld.,  168 ;  7  W.,  72.)  The 
oflfer  certainly  went  no  further  as  a  proposition,  than  to 
give  the  opinion  of  these  men  upon  that  subject,  and  was 
so  treated  and  understood  upon  the  trial.  It  was  said 
by  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Daniels  agt.  Paiterton^  (3 
Comst.  Jt.)  47-61,)  that  before  a  party  excepts  on  account'' 
of  the  rejection  of  evidence,  he  must  make  his  offer  in  such 
plain  and  unequivocal  terms,  as  to  leave  no  room  for 
doubt  about  what  was  intended ;  and  if  he  fail  to  do  so, 
and  leave  the  offer  fairly  open  to  two  constructions,  he 
has  no  right  to  insist  in  a  court  of  review  upon  the  con- 
struction which  is  most  favorable  to  himself,  unless  it 
appear  that  he  was  so  understood  by  the  court  whioh 
rejected  the  evidence.  The  offor  was  treated  and  under- 
stood, upon  the  trial,  as  but  an  offbr  to  have  the  opinion 
of  these  men  given  to  the  jury  upon  that  subject,  and 
this  it  seems  to  me  is  but  a  fair  construction.  There  is 
not  a  single  fact  stated  which  is  offered  to  be  pnoved  to 
show  that  it  was  safer  to  go  into  the  station ;  and 
besides,  the  offer  of  proof  is  based  upon  the  distinct 
ground  that  these  two  witnesses  were  experienced  men 
in  railroading;  Cole  having  been  shown  to  be  a  con- 
ductor some  eight  years,  and  Woolever  being  an  engineer 
upon  the  express  train. 

There  is,  however,  another  perfect  answer  to  this  offer 
of  evidence,  in  any  view  which  may  be  taken  of  the  offer  ; 
the  evidence  was  incompetent,  as  not  being  within  the 
issue.  There  is  not  a  single  allegation,  in  the  complaint, 
that  it  would  have  been  safer  to  have  stopped  the  mail 
train  either  east  or  west  of  the  station.    Nor  is  there 
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aDj  allegation  that  it  was  negligence  for  the  conductor 
of  that  train  to  run  into  the  station.  Nor  did  the  plain- 
tiff adduce  a  single  particle  of  evidence  tending  in  the 
least  to  show  that  it  was  safer  to  stop  short  of,  or  go 
beyond,  the  station,  nor  was  any  such  claim  presented  on 
the  trial.  The  simple  issue  to  be  tried  was,  whether 
what  was  done  afforded  eyidence  of  negligence,  and  not 
whether  it  would  have  been  more  negligent  to  have  done 
something  else.  It  is  never  error  to  confine  the  proof  to 
the  issue  to  be  tried. 

There  are  no  other  questions  in  the  case,  and  where  a 
trial  and  general  verdict  have  been  had,  this  court  only 
deal  with  the  questions  of  law,  upon  exceptions  duly 
taken;  we  cannot  consider  whether  the  damages  are 
excessive,  or  the  verdict  is  against  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence, (4  Kematif  it.,  310.) 

I  advise  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment.  Comstock, 
Ch.  J.  and  Lott,  J.,  did  not  sit  in  the  case.  Dsino, 
HoTT,  James,  and  Sixdeit,  JJ.,  were  for  the  affirmance  of 
the  judgment  below ;  James  thinking  that  the  negligence 
of  the  deceased  was,  if  that  question  were  examinable 
here,  sufficient  to  bar  the  action,  but  that  there  was  evi- 
dence on  that  subject  enough  to  raise  a  question  for  the 
jury.    Davies,  J.,  expressed  no  opinion. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

A.  ALEXAin)ER  Atocha,  assignee,  Ac.  agt.  Clementi  P. 

Gabcia. 

la  »U  thofe  MtloiUyirlieretheiUbtvreof  the  contc  <tf  action  ia  faoh>  thai  the  defen- 
dant may  be  anerted  under  $  179  of  the  Code»  it  mast  be  Hated  in  the  eomp- 
laiwt ;  otherwiie,  an  execution  cannot  iftne  agaimt  the  person,  nnlea  an  order  of 
arrett  hai  been  serred. 

Bni  where  the  notion  is  oy  in  which  the  defendant  cannot  be  anected,  without  fome 
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4gtriMiefmeti  fonning  no  pari  of  tbo  coii«c  qf  action,  b«t  morolj  inndantal  to 
it,  the  fact  mof  t  b«  stated  in  an  affidavit,  and  an  order  of  arrest  most  be  obtained 
and  senred ;  and  the  ayerment  of  snch  faet  In  the  eompl»int  will  not  alone  autho- 
rise an  ezeontion  against  the  person.  Henee  the  aTomeiit  in  the  eompiaint  ia 
immatwial. 

For  inatanoe,  where  the  snbstantiTo  canse  of  action  alleged  in  the  eomplaint,  is 
the  debt  sought  to  be  reeoTered,  and  allegations  of  framd  an  also  aTerred,  the 
fraud  being  incidtntal,  and  only  important  to  the  plnintilT,  as  furnishing  the 
ground  for  obtaining  the  proTisional  remedy  of  arrest;  the  allegations  of  fraud 
in  the  eomplalnt  are  immaterial  and  unnsceteary.  The  issue  to  be  tried  in  the 
notion  is  the  debt,  not  the  ftandulent  eentcaetion  of  It.  The  judgment  xeeovend 
is  for  the  debt,  not  for  the  fraud. 

finoh  an  notion,  where  it  inrolyes  the  examination  of  a  long  account,  although  an 
order  of  arrest  has  been  obtained,  may  be  r^orred,  under  §  371  of  the  Oode> 
without  the  eonsent  of  the  parties. 

Special  Term,  July,  1862. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant  boarded  and 
lodged  at  the  hotel  of  the  plaintiff's  assignor,  with  his 
wife  and  two  children,  from  February  11, 1861,  to  January 
27,  1862;  during  which  time  he  was  famished  by  said 
assignor  with  board,  lodging,  and  other  necessaries,  for 
himself,  wife,  and  children,  and  that  the  same  are  worth 
the  sum  of  three  thousand  two  hundred  and  forty  dollars. 
The  complaint  also  alleges  a  demand  of  and  refusal  to  pay. 
Allegations  are  also  contained  in  the  complaint,  that  the 
defendant  made  representations  that  he  was  in  expectation 
of  receiving  large  sums  of  money  from  the  estate  of  his 
deceased  father,  and  that  upon  the  faith  of  which  repre- 
sentations he  was  furnished  with  the  board,  &c.  That 
about  the  22d  January,  1862,  he  did  receive  a  large  sum 
of  money,  as  his  share  of  his  father's  estate,  and,  there- 
upon clandestinely  left  the  said  hotel,  and  removed  his 
property  therefrom.  The  defendant  denies  each  and  every 
allegation  in  the  complaint.  The  bill  of  particulars  of  the 
plaintiff's  demand  contains  items  covering  npwards  of  fifty 
pages. 

MoiraxL,  Justice.  I  cannot  entertain  a  doubt  that  the 
trial  of  this  action  will  require  the  examination  of  a  long 
account,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.     The  issues  require 
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the  plaintiff  to  prove  each  item.  The  defendant,  by  his 
answer,  puts  him  to  this  proof,  and  the  action  will  fail,  as  to 
anj  part  not  sufficiently  established  by  evidence.  The  cato 
is  brought,  therefore,  directly  within  ^  271  of  the  Code. 
But  it  is  objected  by  the  defendant,  that  he  has  a  right  to 
a  trial  by  jury,  of  the  allegation  of  fraud  contained  in  the 
complaint,  and  upon  which  an  order  of  arrest  has  been 
issued,  and  executed  by  the  arrest  of  the  defendant,  and 
that,  therefore,  the  case  is  no  longer  referable. 

I  think,  however,  the  defendant  is  mistaken  in  supposing 
such  an  issue  can  be  tried  at  all.  The  action  is  to  recover 
the  value  of  board  and  lodging,  Ac,  furnished  the  defend- 
ant, and  for  no  other  purpose.  The  allegations  of  fraud  in 
the  camplaisUf  are  not  only  unnecessary  in  order  to  procure 
the  provisional  remedy  of  arrest,  but  I  think  them  to  be  Im- 
proper, and  should  be  stricken  out,  as  irrelevant.  Doubt* 
less  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  in  reading  the  amendment  to 
^  288  of  the  Code,  which  provides  that  no  execution  shall 
issue  against  the  person,  unless  an  order  of  arrest  has  been 
served,  or  ''  unless  the  complaint  contains  a  statement  of 
facts,  showing  one  or  more  of  the  causes  of  arrest,  required 
by  ^  179,"  has  supposed  it  necessary  to  allege  the  frauds 
to  secure  the  right  to  issue  an  execution  against  the  per- 
son, if  the  plaintiff  should  not  or  oould  not  procure  an 
order  of  arrest.  This,  however,  is  not  the  correct  con- 
struction of  the  amendment. 

Subs.  1  and  2  of  ^  179,  authorize  aa  arrest,  when  the 
action  is  for  the  recoveries  therein  enumerated.  In  such 
actions  the  grounds  of  arrest  must  necessarily  appear. 
They  are  a  part,  if  not  all,  of  the  cause  of  action. 
Whereas  in  sub.  3,  the  grounds  of  arrest  must  as  necessa- 
rily appear  after  the  action  is  commenced.  Sub.  4,  which 
authorizes  an  arrest,  where  the  debt  has  been  fraudulently 
contracted,  gives  the  provisional  remedy  in  an  action  to 
recover  the  deht;  and  sub.  6  when  the  defendant  has  re- 
moved, Ac,  his  property, with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditocs* 
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It  is  olear  that  in  all  that  class  of  cases  where  the  sub- 
itantive  cause  of  action  is  such,  that  the  defendant  may  be 
arrested,  it  must  be  stated  in  the  complaint,  as  in  actions 
for  injuries  to  the  person  or  character,  or  for  wrongfuUj 
taking,  detaining,  or  arresting  property,  and  the  like.  In 
these,  the  complaint,  in  alleging  the  cause  of  acHorij  neces- 
sarily alleges  the  grounds  which  authorize  an  arrest ;  but 
where  the  substantive  cause  of  action  does  not,  of  itself 
warrant  an  arrest,  and  the  arrest  is  an  incident  merely 
growing  out  of  other  facts,  arising  at  the  time,  or  subse- 
quently, they  become  no  part  of  the  cause  of  action,  and 
are  unnecessary  in  the  complaint  The  true  construction, 
therefore,  of  the  amendment  of  the  Code,  referred  to  is, 
that  in  all  those  actions,  where  the  nature  of  the  cause  of 
action  is  such,  that  the  defendant  may  be  arrested,  it  must 
be  stated  in  the  complaint,  otherwise  an  execution  cannot 
go  against  the  person,  unless  an  order  of  arrest  has  been 
served.  But  when  the  action  is  one  in  which  the  defend- 
ant cannot  be  arrested,  without  some  extrinsic  fact,  form* 
ing  no  part  of  the  cause  of  action,  but  merely  incidental 
to  it,  the  fact  must  be  stated  in  an  aflSdavit,  and  an  order 
of  arrest  must  be  obtained  and  served,  and  the  averment 
of  such  fact  in  the  complaint  will  not  alone  authorize  an 
execution  against  the  person.  Hence  the  averment  in  the 
complaint  is  immaterial.  The  grounds  of  arrest,  in  such 
cases,  must  appear  by  affidavit^  and  can  only  be  met  by 
affidavit.  The  issue  to  be  tried  in  the  action  is  the  debt, 
not  the  fraudulent  contraction  of  it.  The  judgment  recov- 
ered is  for  the  debt,  not  for  the  fraud.  If  the  defendant 
fiails  to  get  the  order  of  arrest  vacated,  he  is  liable  to  an 
execution  against  his  person ;  and  if  no  order  has  been  ob- 
tained and  served,  he  cannot  be  arrested,  although  the 
complaint  alleges  the  fraud.  In  this  view,  if  it  be  cor- 
rect, no  question  of  fraud  can  be  tried  in  this  action,  and 
the  only  judgment  the  plaintiff  can  obtain  is  for  the  demand 
stated  In  his  complaint 
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But  even  if  this  view  was  incorrect,  the  case  wonld  still 
be  referable.  The  necessary  examination  of  a  long  account 
would  make  it  so ;  that  is,  the  substantive  cause  of  action. 
The  fraud  is  incidental  and  only  important  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  furnishing  the  ground  for  obtaining  the  provisional 
remedy  provided  by  law  in  such  cases.  That  remedy  has 
already  been  obtained,  and  the  grounds  for  it  cannot  enter 
into  the  trial  of  the  action. 

The  action  must  therefore  be  referred  to  a  referee  to  hear 
and  determine. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Jasper  T.  Van  Yleeck  agt.  Myron  H.  Clark  and  others. 
The  Same  agt.  The  Same. 

Whm«  th«  defendaate  In  an  aetion  in  this  oourt,  brought  by  a  non-rwidMit  plain- 
tiff; obtained  judgment  againat  tha  plaintiff;  from  wMeb  the  plaintiff  appeaUd, 
and  filed  security  on  appeal ;  and  pending  the  appeal  the  defendants  oonimeneed 
an  action  against  the  plaintiff  and  his  sureties,  on  the  bond  given  as  MUurUyfor 
ca$t$,  in  a  diatriot  court,  where  the  plaintiff  appeared,  and  the  aetion  was  tried 
and  resulted  in  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff,  on  which  judgment  the  plaintiff 
moyed  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  until  his  appeal  was  decided,  which  was  denied, 
and  he  then  appealed  to  the  common  pleaa, 

HM,  that  although  the  defendants  should  not  be  aUowed  to  collect  on  the  bond  for 
aeourity  for  costs,  the  moneys  which  they  would  not  be  allowed  to  collect  directly 
on  execution,  until  the  appeal  was  decided,  yet  the  plaintiff's  remedy  was  not  by 
action  and  an  injunction  to  stay  the  proceedings  on  the  judgment  in  the  dlitrlot 
court;  but  he  should  have  moyed  this  court  before  a  judgment  was  reooyered  on 
the  bond,  for  an  order  staying  any  action  on  the  same  until  the  decision  of  th$ 
appsal.  Not  haying  done  this,  his  remedy  by  action  and  injunction  was  too  late, 
aa  judgment  had  been  rendered  against  him  in  a  court  oyer  which  thia  court  had 
no  control. 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  October,  1862. 

^NORAHAM,  Barnard  and  Clerke,  Justices. 
.PPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  decision  at  special  term  grant- 
ing a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction  and  from  an  order 
denying  a  motion  to  stay  proceedings. 
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By  the  court,  Inoraham,  P.  Justice.  The  plaintiff,  a  non- 
resident debtor,  on  commencing  an  action  against  the 
defendants,  was  compelled  to  file  secnrity  for  costs.  The 
action  was  tried  and  resulted  in  a  judgment  for  the  defend* 
ants.  From  this  judgment  the  plaintiff  appealed,  and  filed 
security  on  appeal. 

The  defendants  commenced  an  action  against  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  surety  in  a  district  court  upon  the  bond  given 
as  security  for  costs,  and  this  action  is  brought  to  obtain 
an  injunction  agaiy  t  the  prosecution  of  that  action  until 
the  appeal  is  decided. 

In  the  second  action  the  defendant  moved  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings on  the  judgment  in  the  district  court,  recovered 
upon  the  bond  given  in  that  action  for  security  for  costs. 

The  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  was  granted,  and 
the  motion  for  the  order  to  stay  was  denied,  and  plaintiff 
appealed. 

The  costs,  which  are  the  subject  of  controversy  in  these 
motions,  were  not  payable,  and  could  not  be  collected  after 
the  security  on  the  appeal  was  perfected,  until  that  appeal 
was  decided.  The  defendants  should  not  be  allowed  to  col* 
lect,  on  the  bond  for  security  for  costs,  moneys  which  they 
are  not  allowed  to  collect  directly  by  execution.  The 
difiSculty  arises  from  the  action  on  the  bond  being  brought 
in  a  district  court,  where  relief  cannot  be  granted,  unless 
appeal  can  be  pleaded  as  a  defence  to  the  action  on  the  bond. 

The  plaintiff  might  have  moved  in  the  original  action, 
before  a  judgment  was  recovered  on  the  bond,  for  an  order 
staying  any  action  on  the  same,  until  the  decision  of  the 
appeal,  as  the  parties  were  still  suitors  in  this  court,  where 
the  bond  was  given,  and  the  bond  was  on  file  with  the  clerk 
of  the  court ;  such  an  order  would  have  been  binding  on  the 
defendants,  and  obedience  to  it  could  have  been  compelled. 
Instead  of  making  this  application,  the  plaintiff  went  to 
the  district  court  and  tried  the  cause  there,  and  after  a 
decision  against  him,  seeks  the  aid  of  the  court  by  way 
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of  iDJanction  in  this  sait  This,  we  think,  he  cannot  do. 
The  remedy  ib  as  before  intimated.  It  is  not  necessarfr 
hero,  to  commence  one  action,  to  stay  proceedings  in 
another ;  and  when  a  party  has  a  remedy,  which  he  neglects 
to  apply  for,  until  it  is  too  late  to  obtain  the  relief  ha 
wants,  he  should  not  afterwards,  without  any  excuse  for 
his  delay  in  the  first  instance,  be  allowed  to  resort  to  a 
new  action  for  that  purpose. 

The  second  motion  appealed  from,  is  for  a  stay  of  pro- 
ceedings on  the  judgment  in  the  dist|;^ct  court.  By  the 
recovery  of  judgment  there,  the  case  is  beyond  the  reach 
of  this  court.  We  have  no  control  over  the  judgments  of 
the  district  courts.  An  order  to  stay  proceedings  on  a 
judgment  there  would  be  inoperative.  The  court  might 
order  the  bond  to  be  canceled,  but  that  would  not  affect 
the  judgment  recovered  upon  it  in  another  court. 

The  motion  for  relief  in  this  court  is  too  late.  As  the 
plaintiff  has  pleaded  the  matter  in  the  action  in  the  district 
court,  and  appealed  to  the  common  pleas  in  that  case,  it  is 
unnecessary  for  us  to  express  any  opinion  on  the  sufficiency 
of  the  defence.  The  common  pleas  is  the  appropriate  tri- 
bunal to  decide  that  question. 

We  think  neither  of  the  remedies  sought  by  the  plaintiff 
was  appropriate  or  proper,  and  that  the  decisions  appealed 
from  were  correct  and  should  be  affirmed.  We  allow  costs 
on  one  appeal,  $10. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Robert  S.  Gallt  agt.  Charlotte  E.  Finch  and  Hotchkiss 

S.  Finch. 

Ab  order  mftde  ovt  of  oowty  upon  notioe,  miifft  be  fini  mUwtd  with  tlu  eUrk  bafor* 

an  appeal  can  b«  taken.     (  Code,  §  350.) 
And  when  an  order  ie  required  to  be  entered  with  the  clerk,  and  a  party  ii  required 

to  giTe  notioe  of  the  order^  he  cannot  give  the  notice  until  he  ha$  entered  tho 

order. 
Therefore,  as  regards  all  orders  granted  on  notice,  which  are  required  to  be  entered 

with  the  clerk,  the  party  has  no  right  to  gire  the  written  notice  allowed  by  §  882  of 

the  Code,  imtil  itfter  the  order  hoe  been  entered. 
Where  the  order  was  entered  May  27th,  and  the  notice  of  appeal  was  seired  on  the 

27th  June,  held,  that  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  was  in  time. 
Bole  42  does  not  require  the  party  demurring  to  serve  on  the  oppoeiie  pettf 

any  oopy  of  the  pleadings  or  other  papers  when  the  question  to  be  deoided  ailMB 

on  demurrer. 
It  is,  to  say  the  leasts  questionable  whether  any  court  can  extend  the  time  t6 

appeal. 

General  Term,  July,  1862,  6M  District, 

Present,  Balcom,  Campbell,  Parker  and  Mason,  Justices, 

The  facts  will  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

By  the  court,  Mason,  Justice.  This  case  comes  before 
US  on  a  motion  to  strike  the  case  from  the  calendar :  First, 
upon  the  ground  that  no  appeal  in  said  action  has  been 
brought  or  is  pending ;  secondly,  that  no  papers  upon  the 
appeal  have  been  served  or  furnished  the  attorney  for  the 
defendants ;  and  thirdly,  that  the  court  will  be  then  and 
there  moved  for  such  other  or  further  order  in  the  premises 
as  may  be  just.  This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  by 
Justice  Balcom,  at  chambers,  on  the  13th  day  of  May  last, 
on  defendants'  motion  striking  out  the  plaintiflF's  demurrer 
to  the  defendants'  action  as  frivolous.  Mr.  McDowell 
swears  that  Justice  Balcom  made  his  decision  on  the  13th 
of  May,  and  that  on  the  same  day  he  served  a  copy  of  the 
said  decision,  by  delivering  him  personally  a  copy  of  said 
decision.  It  appears  that  this  decision  was  not  filed  with 
Vol.  XXIV.  13 
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the  clerk  nor  any  order  entered  nntil  Maj  27th,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  never  served  any  copy  of  the  order  entered, 
nor  any  notice  of  the  entry  of  any  order,  and  no  paper  in 
regard  thereto,  excepting  the  copy  of  the  decision  on  the 
day  it  was  made  and  before  it  was  filed,  or  any  order 
entered  thereon.  It  appears  also  that  the  notice  of  appeal 
was  not  served  on  the  clerk  nntil  Jane  27th,  and  'that, 
although  the  plaintiff's  attorney  noticed  this  appeal  for 
argument,  he  did  not  serve  any  copy  of  the  papers  on  the 
defendants'  attorneys.  As  I  understand  the  practice,  an 
order  made  out  of  court,  upon  notice,  must  be  first  entered 
with  the  clerk  before  an  appeal  can  be  taken.  This  is 
expressly  required  by  section  .350  of  the  Code.  (2  Whit- 
taker's  Practice,  208;  3  How.  Rep.,  276;  1  C.  R.,  4?,  119.) 
The  question  arises,  then,  was  the  notice  of  appeal  in  this 
case  served  in  time  ?  The  332d  section  of  the  Code  declares 
that  "  the  appeal  allowed  by  the  4th  chapter  of  this  title 
must  be  taken  within  thirty  days  after  written  notice  of  the 
judgment  or  order  shall  have  been  given  to  the  party 
appealing."  {Code,  ^  332.)  The  only  reasonable  construc- 
tion which  can  be  put  upon  this  section  as  prescribing  a 
rule  of  practice  on  appeal  is,  that  this  notice  must  be  of 
the  order  as  entered  with  the  clerk.  I  do  not  understand 
that  the  decision  of  the  judge  is  the  order.  However  this 
may  be,  I  take  it  to  be  very  clear  when  an  order  is  required 
to  be  entered  with  the  clerk,  and  a  party  is  required  to 
give  notice  of  the  order,  he  cannot  give  the  notice  until  he 
has  entered  the  order.  This  was  the  settled  practice  under 
our  former  system,  and  is  the  only  proper  practice  under 
the  present.  I  must  confess  that  I  never  heard,  before  it 
was  claimed  in  this  case,  that  notice  of  an  order  which  was 
required  to  be  entered  by  the  clerk,  could  be  given  until 
the  order  was  entered.  This  332d  section  of  the  Code 
gives  the  party  thirty  days  after  written  notice  of  the  order 
in  which  to  appeal.  Now,  he  cannot  appeal  until  after  the 
order  is  entered,  and  if  his  adversary  can  give  notice  of  the 
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order  before  he  enters  it,  he  may,  by  omitting  to  enter  the 
order  for  thirty  days,  deprive  the  party  altogether  of  bis 
right  to  appeal.  It  is  true  he  may  be  compelled  to  enter 
it,  but  it  will  frequently  occur  that  he  could  not  get  a 
motion  made,  and  a  compulsory  order  on  him,  within  the 
thirty  days,  for  he  must  go  to  special  term  for  the  order ; 
and  even  if  the  court  order  him  to  file  the  decision  and 
enter  the  order,  he  may  refuse,  and  submit  to  a  contempt ; 
or  he  may  appeal  from  the  latter  order  and  delay  it  until 
the  thirty  days  have  expired.  It  is,  to  say  the  least,  ques- 
tionable whether  any  court  can  extend  the  time  to  appeal. 
I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  before  the  parties'  right 
to  appeal  from  the  order  can  be  cut  off,  there  must  have 
been  thirty  days'  written  notice  given  of  the  order  entered 
with  the  clerk.  This  must  be  so  in  regard  to  orders  that 
are  required  to  be  entered  with  the  clerL  The  case  of 
Bowman  agt.  Earle,  (3  Dutr^s  J{.,  691,)  favors  this  view. 
This  section  of  the  Code  is  certainly  susceptible  of  this 
construction  ;  and  this  rule  of  practice  is  so  reasonable  and 
just,  and  the  opposite  so  unreasonable  and  unjust,  that  we 
ought  thus  to  construe  it.  I  am,  therefore,  for  holding 
that  as  regards  all  orders  granted  on  notice,  which  are 
required  to  be  entered  with  the  clerk,  the  party  has  no 
right  to  give  the  written  notice,  allowed  by  section  332  of 
the  Code,  until  after  the  order  has  been  entered.  This 
order  was  entered  May  27,  and  the  notice  of  appeal  was 
served  on  the  clerk  June  27,  and  on  the  attorney  before 
that.  This  was  in  time,  under  the  rule  prescribed  by  sec- 
tion 407  of  the  Code,  which  requires,  in  the  computation  of 
time,  that  the  first  day  be  excluded.  This  appeal,  there- 
fore, should  be  permitted  to  stand. 

The  next  question  which  arises  on  this  motion,  is  in 
regard  to  the  plaintiff's  omission  to  serve  copies  of  the 
papers  on  which  the  appeal  is  to  be  argued. 

The  40th  rule  of  this  court  places  appeals  from  orders 
sustaining  or  overruling  a  demurrer,  amongst  enumerated 
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motions.  The  doubt  ia  regard  to  this  branch  of  the  case' 
arises  from  the  language  of  rule  42  of  this  court.  That 
rule  was  designed  to  prescribe  who  shall  furnish  the  papers 
on  enumerated  motions,  and  in  what  cases  they  shall  be 
furnished,  what  they  shall  contain  or  consist  of,  and* when 
they  shall  be  served.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  this  rale 
42  does  not  require  the  party  demurring  to  serve  on  the 
opposite  party  any  copy  of  the  pleadings  or  other  papers 
when  the  question  to  be  decided  arises  on  demurrer.  The 
party  demurring  is  required  to  furnish  them  to  the  court, 
but  not  to  serve  them  on  the  opposite  party.  The  rule 
reads  as  follows :  "  The  papers  to  be  furnished  on  such 
motion  shall  be  a  copy  of  the  pleadings.  When  the  ques- 
tion arises  on  the  pleadings,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  of  such 
parts  only  as  relate  to  the  question  raised  by  the  demurrer, 
or  copy  of  the  special  verdict,  return,  or  other  papers  on 
which  the  question  arises ;  and  the  party  whose  duty  it  is 
to  furnish  the  papers,  shall  serve  a  copy  on  the  opposite 
party,  except  upon  trial  of  issues  of  law,  at  least  eight  days 
before  the  time  the  matter  may  be  noticed  for  argument; 
and  the  last  part  of  the  rule  says  the  papers  shall  be  fur- 
nished  by  the  plaintiff  when  the  question  arises  on  special 
verdict,  and  by  the  party  demurring  in  cases  of  demurrer, 
and  in  all  other  cases  by  the  party  making  the  motion." 
Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  the  rule  prescribes  who  shall  fur- 
nish the  papers,  and  what  they  shall  be,  &c. ;  and  it  also 
declares  that  the  party  whose  duty  it  is  to  furnish  the 
papers,  shall  serve  a  copy  on  the  opposite  party  except  on 
the  trial  of  issues  of  law,  at  least  eight  days  before,  clearly 
implying  that  upon  the  trial  of  issues  of  law  no  service 
need  be  made. 

The  249  th  section  of  the  Code  defines  what  is  meant  by  an 
"  issue  of  law."  It  says,  "  an  issue  of  law  arises  upon  a 
demurrer  to  the  complaint^  answer  or  reply^  or  some  part 
thereof:' 

This  exception  of  issues  of  law  in  rule  42, 1  have  no  doubt 
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was  intended  to  apply  to  cases  of  demurrer,  and  indeed 
there  is  little  use  in  serving  again  a  copy  of  the  pleadings 
which  the  party  already  has;  and  it  follows,  therefore, 
if  I  am  right  in  these  views,  that  no  copy  of  the  pleadings 
in  such  cases  need  be  served,  and  that  this  motion  must  be 
denied ;  but  as  the  question  has  never  been  determined  in 
this  district,  I  think  no  costs  should  be  given* 
mm 
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In  the  trial  of  an  action  for  a  limited  divorce,  htuband  and  wife  are  oempetent  wit- 
nesses against  each  other. 

In  this  esM,  although  the  wife  hy  liTing  wkh  tlie  hosband  had  eoodoned  the  eraeltj 
and  iahamaa  treatment  by  him  towards  her,  so  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  a 
judgment  for  a  diroroe  from  bed  and  l>oard,  yet  as  the  husband  was  yery  penn* 
lions,  and  had  deellned  to  proride  comfortably  for  her,  the  conrt,  nnder  the  sta- 
tnte,  adjudged  tliat  he  ihoald  pay  the  wife's  eoits  of  the  aetion,  and  proride  for 
her  snitable  food  and  lodging  in  his  own  house,  and  pay  her  $200  per  year,  pay* 
able  quarterly,  out  of  which  she  could  provide  herself  with  clothing  and  snoh 
other  articles  aa  she  might  see  fit  to  pnichafe. 

Jf  eetme,  that  although  the  wife  uses  language  calculated  to  irritate  and  provoke 
the  husband,  yet,  if  his  treatment  of  her  is  groeely  diaproportioned  to  the 
provocation,  she  may  nevertheless  be  entitled  to  a  divorce. 

M  MMM,  alsoy  that  selling  the  hnaband'e  property  to  ptoevn  neoeesarlM  li  •# 
Juitijieation  for  pereonal  violence. 

Otsego  Special  Term  and  Circuity  June,  1862. 

Action  for  limited  divorce.  It  appeared,  on  the  trial, 
that  the  parties  were  married  about  thirty-three  years  ago, 
and  have  ever  since  resided  in  Otsego  county.  During 
their  married  life  there  have  been  misunderstandings  and 
slight  controversies,  but  not  of  a  serious  character,  until 
about  four  or  five  years  ago,  when  the  defendant  was  guilty 
of  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  toward  the  plaintiff;  he 
used  personal  violence  and  did  her  bodily  harm.  The 
plaintiff,  thereafter,  freely  and  of  her  own  will,  continued 
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to  live  and  cohabit  ^ith  the  defendant,  and  has  ever  since 
continued  so  to  do.  The  defendant,  though  comparatively 
poor  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  has  become  a  man  of 
wealth.  He  has  been  a  man  of  close  and  penurious  habits, 
and  since  he  has  acquired  a  competency  has  not  afforded  a 
suitable  and  proper  maintenance  to  his  wife  and  their 
children,  (seven  in  number,  three  of  whom  are  minors,) 
an(J  has  not,  at  times,  provided  them  with  the  necessaries 
of  life,  especially  with  family  groceries  and  suitable  cloth- 
ing. In  consequence  of  defendant's  penuriousness,  the 
plaintiff,  from  time  to  time,  contracted  debts  with  differ- 
ent merchants  for  such  necessaries,  which  defendant  has 
been  compelled  to  pay,  and  used  some  of  the  products  of 
the  farm  on  which  the  parties  lived,  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  the  defendant,  and  sometimes  used  language 
calculated  to  irritate  and  provoke  him.  The  facts  proved 
on  the  trial,  satisfied  the  court  that  there  was  no  danger  of 
future  personal  violence  from  defendant,  if  plaintiff  should 
continue  to  live  and  cohabit  with  him.  The  court  adjudged 
that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to,  and  ought  not  to  have  a 
divorce  or  separation,  in  consequence  of  condonation  and 
of  there  being  no  danger  of  future  bodily  harm,  but  that, 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  the  de- 
fendant provide,  in  his  own  house,  suitable  and  necessary 
food  and  lodging  for  his  wife  and  children,  and  pay  the 
plaintiff  $200  per  annum,  in  quarter-yearly  payments,  from 
which  she  could  provide  her  own  clothing  and  defray  her 
own  personal  expenses,  other  than  her  board,  and  that  de- 
fendant pay  the  costs  of  the  action  made  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff. 

A.  Becker, /or  the  plaintiff. 
E.  E.  Ferry, /or  the  defendant. 

Campbell,  Justice.  The  charge  of  cruel  treatment,  and 
on  which  this  action  brought  for  a  separation  was  predi* 
cated,  was  fully  made  out  by  proof,  on  the  trial  of  the 
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cause.  A  careful  reading  of  the  testimony  has  only  served 
to  strengthen  the  impressions  which  were  made  on  my 
mind  as  the  testimony  was  given.  The  defendant  inter- 
posed two  defences,  recrimination  and  condonation.  He 
did  not  claim  that  the  plaintiff  had  used  any  violence 
towards  him,  but  he  insisted  that  her  language  had  not 
always  been  chaste  and  becoming,  and  especially  that  she 
had  appropriated  his  property  in  a  clandestine  manner, 
and  had  contracted  debts,  against  his  expressed  wishes 
and  without  his  consent,  and  which  he  had  been  compelled 
to  pay.  It  is  sufiScient  to  say  here,  that  the  defence  of 
recrimination  was  not  established,  and  for  reasons  which 
will  be  more  fully  given  hereafter.  The  fact  was  not  con- 
troverted by  the  plaintiff,  that  she  had  secretly  used  the 
defendant's  property,  but  it  was  made  to  appear  that  such 
property  was  only  used  by  her  to  procure  the  necessaries 
of  life  for  herself  and  children.  The  defence  of  condona- 
tion, I  am  inclined  to  think,  was  made  out.  It  was  not 
without  some  hesitation  that  I  arrived  at  this  conclusion. 
The  question  of  fact  on  this  point  is  not  entirely  free 
from  doubt.  The  adjudicated  cases  might  well  authorize 
a  finding,  either  that  there  was  or  was  not  a  condonation, 
from  the  evidence  in  the  case,  which  was  uncontradicted. 
The  hand  of  the  husband  was  laid  on  the  wife  in  anger 
and  with  violence,  and  that  several  times.  On  such  occa- 
sions there  was  no  justifiable  cause;  in  one  instance, 
hardly  a  palliating  circumstance.  Yet,  after  all  this,  the 
wife  lived  in  the  house  and  cohabited  with  the  husband, 
and  under  circumstances  which  I  think  forbid  the  conclu- 
sion that  she  acted  from  fear  or  under  compulsion.  The 
true  secret  undoubtedly  was,  that  she  was  unwilling  to 
break  up  the  family  and  to  leave  her  daughters,  some  of 
whom  were  young  and  in  feeble  health,  and  needing  a 
mother's  care  and  attention.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  I 
think,  that  after  the  time  when  the  l<isi  act  of  violence 
was  committed  by  the  defendant,  there  were  periods  when 
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domestic  harmoDy  was  restored.  I  have  great  confidence 
that  snch  harmony  may  not  only  be  restored,  but  con- 
tinued, if  the  parties  will,  in  good  faith,  execute  the  judg- 
ment which  the  laws  of  our  state  authorize  me  to  make  in 
a  case  like  the  present.  The  statute  to  which  I  refer  is  as 
follows  :  (3  R.  S.,  bth  td.,  238,  §  68.)  "  Although  a  decree 
for  separation  from  bed  and  board  be  not  made,  the  court 
may  make  such  order  or  decree,  for  the  support  and  main- 
tenance of  the  wife  and  her  children,  or  any  of  them,  by 
the  husband  or  out  of  his  property,  as  the  nature  of  the 
case  renders  suitable  and  proper."  This  wise  provision  in 
our  law  meets  the  precise  wants  of  this  case.  The  history 
of  these  parties  during  their  married  life,  as  it  was  deve- 
loped on  the  trial,  satisfied  me  that  the  trouble  between 
them  arose  chiefly,  if  not  entirely,  from  the  close,  if  not 
penurious  habits  of  the  defendant.  That  which  may  have 
been  considered  economy  and  thrift  in  early  days,  and 
when  industry  was  required  to  procure  the  necessaries  of 
life,  may  cease  to  be  either  when  advancing  years  bring 
with  them  the  infirmities  of  age ;  when  the  wearied  body 
needs  repose,  and  when  the  labor  of  the  past  has  been 
rewarded  with  an  abundance  of  this  world's  goods.  And 
yet  this  defendant  hardly  seems  to  have  realized  such 
truths.  As  a  man  of  wealth,  and  having  reference  to  his 
habits  and  those  of  his  wife,  it  may  be  added,  a  man  of 
great  wealth,  he  has  not  provided  a  "  suitable  and  proper 
maintenance  of  the  wife  and  her  children."  It  would 
.hardly  be  credited,  that  during  the  thirty  years,  and  more, 
of  married  life,  and  many  of  which  years  have  been  to  the 
defendant  years  of  prosperity,  he  has  never  purchased  a 
bonnet  for  his  wife,  and  very  few  articles  of  clothing  for 
her  or  their  children.  When  those  children  were  infants  in 
her  arms,  seldom  were  any  hired  servants  provided  for  her. 
She  early  opened  a  little  account  at  the  store,  and  pro 
cured,  on  her  own  credit,  clothing  for  herself  and  children, 
and  sometimes  necessary  articles  of  food  for  the  family. 
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When  the  children  were  small  and  their  wants  few,  she 
was  enabled  to  meet  and  paj  this  account,  with  thread 
which  she  made  herself,  and  with  eggs  and  poultry  which 
she  raised.  As  the  children  grew  np,  and  commenced 
going  to  school,  and  especially  to  sabbath-school,  the 
wants  for  clothing  increased  and  the  account  ran  beyond 
her  ordinary  means,  and  other  products  of  the  farm  were 
disposed  of,  and  in  some  instances  the  defendant  was  sued 
and  compelled  to  pay  the  accounts.  I  do  not  understand 
that  any  portion  of  the  accounts  were  for  anything  except 
necessaries,  either  some  articles  of  furniture  for  the  house, 
articles  of  food,  especially  groceries,  or  clothing  for  her- 
self  or  children.  When  sued  on  one  of  these  accounts,  the 
defendant  posted  his  wife.  Such  conduct  on  the  part  of 
the  father,  who  was  known  to  all  the  family  to  be  a  man 
of  wealth,  had  a  tendency  to  alienate  the  affections  of  the 
children,  and  to  cause  them  to  gather  round  the  mother, 
looking  to  her  alone  for  their  comfort  and  enjoyment. 
Several  of  the  children  were  called  as  witnesses  by  the 
mother — ^none  were  called  by  the  father.  These  children 
appeared  well  on  the  stand.  The  defendant  is  evidently 
a  man  of  more  than  ordinary  intelligence,  a  man  of  integ- 
rity  and,  it  is  believed,  of  unimpeachable  moral  charac- 
ter. This  is  true  also  of  the  plaintiff.  I  desire  that  these 
parties,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  both  now  well  stricken 
in  years,  may  go  down  the  hill  of  life  hand  in  hand  toge- 
ther. They  owe  it  to  themselves,  to  their  children,  and  to 
society  to  do  so.  Sever^  years  have  passed  since  any 
violence  was  done,  in  my  judgment  there  is  not  the  slight- 
est danger  of  any  in  the  future.  The  two  hundred  dol- 
lars a  year  will  enable  the  plaintiff  to  purchase  clothing 
and  other  necessaries  for  her  personal  comfort  in  h^r  de- 
clining years.  It  is  intended,  of  course,  only  for  a  partial 
maintenance.  Her  home  will  still  be  with  her  husband  and 
children,  and  the  defendant  will,  after  this,  I  doubt  not, 
see  to  it  that  there  shall  be  no  lack  of  at  least  the  neces- 
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saries  of  life.  The  law  of  the  state  is,  that  I  may  make 
Buch  order  for  her  maintenance,  as  the  nature  of  the  case 
renders  suitable  and  proper.  In  mj  judgment,  it  is  suit- 
able and  proper  that  the  defendant  maintain  his  wife,  under 
his  own  roof,  that  he  furnish  there  the  necessary  food  and 
other  articles  for  living  suitable  to  their  condition  in  life, 
and  that,  in  addition,  he  pay  the  two  hundred  dollars  per 
year,  to  be  expended  by  herself  for  her  clothing,  and  such 
additional  articles  as  she  may  need,  or  in  any  manner  for 
the  promotion  of  her  own  comfort  and  enjoyment,  as  she 
may  see  fit.  I  have  made  no  order  in  relation  to  the 
minor  children.  I  can  hardly  doubt  that  hereafter  the 
defendant  will  make  a  suitable  provision  for  them.  At  all 
events,  I  am  disposed  to  give  him  the  opportunity  to  do  so. 
The  judgment  may  provide  that  application,  on  the  foot- 
ing of  it  may  l^e  made,  for  a  modification  of  it,  if  there 
shall  be  a  failure  to  comply,  or  for  an  allowance  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  children.  I  think  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  were  competent  witnesses,  on  the  trial  of  the 
action.  I  may  add,  however,  that  most,  if  not  all,  the 
material  facts  found,  could  have  been  found  from  the  other 
evidence  in  the  cause. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Edward  F.  Fretbero  agt.  Hilaire  Pelerin. 

Aa  infuU  plaintiff  manot  oomnMnoe  ui  action  withont  t]i«  appointment  of  a  guar" 
dian. 

When  muh,  aa  aotion  is  oommonoed  without  sneh  appointmenty  tbo  defendant  maj 
ffMWs  to  9it  atid€  th$  tttflimoiw,  a%d  cot^plaitdy  tfCffor  irregularity.  He  ii 
not  oonflned  to  hii  remedy  bj  answer  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  in  abatemtut. 

Kings  Special  Term^  September,  1862. 
Motion  by  defendant  to  set  aside  plaintiff's  summons, 
and  complainti  Ac,  for  irregularity,  in  an  action  of  slander, 
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on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  infant,  and  had 
commenced  the  action  in  his  own  name,  without  the  ap» 
pointment  of  a  guardian. 

Wm.  E.  Gu&tis, /or  defendant  and  the  motion. 

1.  The  plaintiff  is  an  infant,  and  saes  in  his  own  name. 
The  Code  requires  him  to  appear  by  guardian.  (Code,  §  115.) 

2.  The  motion  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  is  the  proper 
remedy  for  the  defendant. 

Judge  Woodruff,  in  the  case  cited  below,  ruled  '*  that 
infancy  of  a  plaintiff  cannot  be  proved  as  a  ground  of  non- 
suit on  the  trial.  It  must  be  pleaded  in  abatement,  or  the 
question  be  raised  by  motion  to  set  the  proceedings  aside 
for  irregularity  in  respect  to  the  appointment  of  a  guar- 
dian or  next  friend."  {Treadwell  agt.  Bruder,  3  E.  D. 
Smithy  597;  Code,  ^116  and  notes;  Holmes  &  Dishrow's 
Practice,  51;  1  BurrilVs  Practice,  115;  2  id.,  81;  Supreme 
Court,  Rule  65  ;  11  How.  P.  R.,  148. 

Augustus  B.  Knowlton, /or  plaintiff  in  opposition. 

LoTT,  Justice.  Motion  granted,  but  without  costs,  as 
the  question  appears  to  be  new  nnder  the  Code.  Although 
it  would  be  competent  to  set  np  the  infancy  of  the  plain- 
tiff by  answer,  in  the  natnre  of  the  old  plea  in  abatement, 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  objection  can  be  and  is 
more  properly  taken  by  a  motion  like  this.  It  was  provi- 
ded by  the  Revised  Statutes  (2  R.  S.,  p.  446,  §  2,)  that 
before  any  process  should  be  issued,  in  the  name  of  an 
infant  who  was  sole  plaintiff,  a  competent  and  responsible 
person  should  be  appointed  as  the  next  friend  of  the  infant 
in  the  suit,  who  should  be  responsible  for  the  costs  thereof. 

The  Code  has  abolished  the  using  of  the  term  "  next 
friend,"  not  in  terms,  but  by  providing  in  section  115  that 
when  an  infant  is  a  party,  he  must  appear  by  guardian  ap- 
pointed by  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  prosecated, 
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or  by  a  judge  thereof,  or  a  county  judge ;  and  the  next 
section  provides  how  the  appointment  shall  b^  made.  The 
guardian  appointed  for  an  infant  plaintiff  is  made  responsi- 
ble by  section  316  for  the  costs  adjudged  against  the  infant, 
and  the  payment  thereof,  and  may  be  enforced  by  attach- 
ment. 

Although  there  is  a  change  in  the  designation  of  the 
party  by  whom  the  infant  is  to  prosecute  the  action,  yet 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  no  proceeding  can  be  regularly 
commenced  without  the  appointment  of  some  person  to  act 
for  him ;  and  it  is  proper  that  the  defendant  should  not  be 
obliged  to  limit  his  objection  to  an  answer.  He  is  entitled 
to  be  indemnified  against  costs,  and  ought  to  be  permitted 
to  avail  himself  of  the  objection  by  motion,  on  the  ground 
of  irregularity,  as  was  decided  under  the  old  practice.  {See 
Wilder  agt.  Embers  12  Wend.,  191;  ex  parte  Scott,  1  Com., 
33 ;  since  the  Code,  Hoftaling  agt.  Teal,  11  How.  P.  R.,  188.) 


-M- 
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The  Butchers'  &  Drovers'  Bank  agt.  Frederick  Jacobson 

and  others. 

Ifhnt  ihe  complaint  mm  drawn  fltrietly  under  §  162  of  th«  Code,  whioh  alleged  an 
amount  doe  to  the  plaintUb  from  the  defendanU  on  a  written  iDstmment.  Then 
foUowed  a  oopy  of  a  promiaory  note,  signed  by  the  defendanU,  for  $3000,  dated 
ICareh  9,  ISiO,  payable  glx  months  after  date  to  the  order  of  the  maken,  and  by 
them  indoTNd  in  Uank.  A  demand  for  judgment  for  the  amount  against  the 
defendanU, 

BM,  M^^gicUnt,  under  the  deeision  of  PrindU  agt.  Car%th9r$,  (16  N.  7.  JR.,  425.) 

Jpril  General  Term,  1862. 

Before  Bosworth,  Gh.  J.,  Barbour  and  Mokell,  J.  J. 
Argued  April  14,  1862.  decided  April  26,  1862. 
Appeal  from  an  order  at  special  term,  overruling  a  de- 
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murrer  to  the  complaint,  and  directing  judgment  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

The  complaint  is  drawn  under  section  162  of  the  Code, 
and  alleges  an  amount  due  to  the  plaintiffs  from  the  defend- 
ants on, a  written  instrument.  Then  follows  a  oopj  of  a 
promissory  note,  signed  by  the  defendants  for  $3000,  dated 
March  9,  1860,  payable  six  months  after  date  to  the  order 
of  the  makers,  and  by  them  endorsed  in  blank.  A  demand 
for  judgment  for  the  amount  against  the  defendants. 

W.  B.  Leeds,  ybr  defendants. 

C.  Bainbkidge  Smith,  for  plaintiffs. 

By  the  court,  Monell,  Justice.  I  cannot  distinguish  this 
case,  in  principle,  from  PrindU  agt.  CarutherSt  (15  JV.  F.  i?., 
425,)  which  has  since  been  followed  by  this  court  in  Price  agt. 
McClave,  decided  by  the  general  term  in  December,  1860. 

In  PrindU  agt.  Caruthers,  the  complaint  contained  little 
if  anything  more  than  is  contained  in  the  complaint  in  this 
case.  It  did,  however,  allege  that  the  defendant  made  the 
contract.  There  is  no  such  allegation  in  this  complaint. 
But  looking  at  the  section  of  the  Code  under  which  this 
complaint  was  drawn,  in  a  spirit  of  liberal  construction, 
with  the  light  shed  upon  it  by  the  court  in  Prindle  agt. 
Caruthers,  I  cannot  believe  the  legislature  intended  to  give 
to  it  any  other  effect  than  its  plain,  unequivocal  language 
imports.  There  is  no  doubt  the  legislature  can  prescribe 
the  forms  of  pleading,  and  they  can  dispense  with  forms 
altogether.  They  can  declare  what  shall  be  sufficient,  and 
when  they  have  declared  that  "  it  shall  be  sufficient  for  the 
party  to  give  a  copy  of  the  instrument,  and  state  that  there 
is  due  to  him  thereon  from  the  adverse  party,  a  specified 
sum  which  he  claims,"  it  leaves  no  room  for  doubt  that 
they  intended  to  allow  this  seemingly  informal  and  incom- 
plete mode  of  pleading.  In  enacting  the  Code,  it  was  de- 
signed to,  as  it  does  in  terms,  abolish  all  the  forms  of  plead- 
ing as  theretofore  existing,  and  to  allow  such  only  as  are 
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therein  prescribed.  {Code,  §140.)  In  following  those 
forms,  the  pleader  is  protected  by  an  authority  higher  than 
the  courts,  and  in  my  judgment,  it  is  better  to  partake  of 
the  spirit  of  reform  which  the  Code  professes  to  have 
worked  in  the  system  of  pleading,  than  by  caviling  to  inter- 
rupt its  harmonious  action.  I  cannot  entertain  a  doubt 
that  the  complaint  in  this  action  was  perfectly  intelligible 
to  the  defendants ;  and  that  without  the  aid  of  lawyers, 
they  fully  understood  what  they  were  sued  for.  Indeed,  it 
was  more  apparent  to  their  comprehension  than  if  its  mean- 
ing had  been  covered  up  and  concealed  under  the  useles 
verbiage  of  the  old  forms. 

The  complaint,  we  think,  contained  a  su£Gicient  statement 
of  the  cause  of  action ;  and  it  being  upon  an  instrument 
for  the  payment  of  money  only,  was  strictly  within  section 
162  of  the  Code,  and  both  upon  reason  and  authority  must 
be  sustained. 

The  order  appealed  from  must  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

The  case  of  Prindle  agt.  Caruthers  cannot  be  distin- 
guished from  this.  There  the  pleading  was  upheld,  and 
stare  decisis.  J.  M.  Ba&bour. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

CoENELius  Yan  Dine,  assignee  agt.  James  C.  Willett, 

sheriflF,  Ac. 

Where,  at  the  time  of  the  execation  of  the  asHgnment  for  the  benefit  oferedUor$f 
a  e4mtr€ct  for  the  mannfaoture  of  goods,  in  England  had  been  made  by  the 
aaaignor,  the  order  had  been  sent,  and  a  eubiequent  deliveiy  proved  that  the 
order  had  been  accepted, 

Held,  therefore,  that  the  assignor  had  a  olaim  to  hare  the  goods  mannfaetnred, 
whieh  he  oonld  enforce,  and  which  oontraot  he  oould  assign;  and  that  whaterer 
interest  he  had  under  the  contract  passed  under  the  aetignment  to  the  aeeignee^ 

The  aeeignee  having  subsequently  elected  to  accept  the  goods  here  in  public  store, 
by  the  payment  of  the  datict  and  the  parefa««e  money,  hM,  that  a  levy  and  tak- 
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log  of  the  goodi  af  fcerwMdi  by  the  9h$tif,  m  the  property  of  the  Miignor,  made 
him  a  trespa$99r. 

A  direction  in  an  assignment  to  the  assignee  to  pay  rent  and  tax€9  on  the  reel 
estate  until  sold,  held,  not  objectionable;  it  wm  only  authorising  the  assignee  to 
do  vliat  he  wonld  have  been  authorised  to  do  withoot  it,  to  preserve  the  property. 

The  assignment  authorising  the  assignee  to  pay  debts  due  and  to  grow  due,  held  unob- 
jectionable. 

80  the  authority  to  employ  an  attorney,  held  unobjectionable. 

J\'ew  York  General  Term,  October,  1862. 
Ingbaham,  Leonard  and  Clerke,  Justices. 
Motion  by  plaintiff  for  a  new  trial  on  a  judgment  dis- 
missing the  complaint. 

B7  the  court,  Ingraham,  P.  Justice.  The  property  in 
controversey  in  this  action  was  ordered  by  the  assignor  to 
be  manufactured  for  him  in  England,  prior  to  the  execution 
of  the  assignment.  It  did  not  arrive  here  till  after  that 
date. 

On  the  arrival  of  the  goods  here,  they  were  sent  to  the 
public  store,  and  were  afterwards  entered  in  the  name  of 
the  assignor,  on  behalf  of  the  assignee,  who  paid  the  duties, 
and  who  subsequently  paid  the  contract  price  for  the  goods 
to  the  manufacturer. 

The  defendant  levied  upon  the  goods,  in  behalf  of  a  judg- 
ment creditor.  The  plaintiff  claims  the  goods  as  assigneoi 
and  the  defendant  resists  such  claim : 

1st.  On  the  ground  that  no  title  passed  to  the  assignee 
under  the  assignment. 

2d.  That  the  assignment  was  void. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  assignment,  the  con- 
tract for  the  manufacture  of  the  goods  had  been  made,  the 
order  had  been  sent,  and  the  subsequent  delivery  proves 
that  the  order  had  been  .accepted.  The  assignor,  there- 
fore, had  a  claim  to  have  the  goods  manufactured,  which 
he  could  enforce,  and  which  contract  he  could  assign. 
Whatever  interest  he  had  under  the  contract  passed  under 
the  assignment  to  the  assignee. 

The  assignee  was  not  bound  to  accept  such  an  assignment. 
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and  he  might  have  undoubtedly  refused  to  accept  the 
goods,  and  would  not,  in  such  an  event,  have  been  liable 
to  the  manufacturer  for  the  purchase  money. 

But  he  elected  to  accept  the  goods  which  is  evidenced 
by  his  payment  of  the  duties  and  the  purchase  money. 

This  election  was  before  the  levy  by  the  sheriflF,  and 
whatever  doubt  there  might  have  been  if  the  levy  had  been 
made  before  the  assignee  had  elected  to  take  the  assign- 
ment and  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  as  soon  as 
such  election  was  made  the  interest  of  the  assignor  in  the 
property  was  at  an  end,  and  the  title  was  in  the  assignee. 
After  that  the  sheriff  was  a  trespasser  in  taking  the  pro- 
perty as  the  property  of  the  assignor. 

The  facts  as  proven  show  the  delivery  by  the  manufacturer 
to  the  assignor  on  board  of  the  vessel,  subject,  of  course,  to 
his  right  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitu^  but  which  right  was 
not  executed,  and  the  goods  reaching  the  place  of  destina- 
tion. 

Both  parties  must  be  considered  as  conceding  that  the 
assignor  obtained  title  to  the  goods,  as  soon  as  they  were 
placed  on  board  of  the  vessel,  in  pursuance  of  the  order 
before  given  for  their  manufacture,  as  both  claim  under  his 
possession. 

As  to  all  the  world,  except  the  vendor,  the  title  passed 
to  the  assignor,  and  no  other  person  could  dispute  that 
title. 

The  assignment  conveyed  all  the  goods,  chattels,  mer- 
chandise, &c.,  and  property  of  every  name  and  nature 
whatever  of  the  assignor.  These  words  were  sufficient  to 
include  all  the  property  of  the  assignor,  wherever  it  might 
be,  and  I  see  no  reason  why  it  did  not  include  every  pro- 
perty belonging  to  the  assignor,  on  board  of  a  ship  as  well 
as  in  his  store. 

If  any  measures  had  been  taken  to  rescind  the  contract, 
that  might  have  defeated  the  plaintiff's  title ;  but  as  no 
such  proceedings  took  place,  the  title  of  the  assignor  was 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  209 

Vftn  Dine  agt.  Willett. 

not  impaired,  and  whatever  title  he  had  passed  to  his 
assignee  under  the  assignment. 

The  fact  of '  the  entry  being  made  in  the  name  of  the 
assignor  for  the  nse  and  under  the  direction  of  the  assignee, 
who  paid  the  duties  thereon,  would  not  deprive  the  plaintiff 
of  title  to  the  goods,  if  that  title  had  passed  under  the 
assignment  previously.  There  is  no  ground  for  imputing 
any  fraud  to  the  assignee  on  that  account. 

The  other  ground  alleged  by  the  defendant  for  dismiss- 
ing the  complaint  was  that  the  assignment  was  void. 

1st.  The  direction  to  pay  the  rent  and  taxes  on  the  real 
estate  until  sold,  was  a  necessary  power  to  preserve  the  pro- 
perty, and  the  assignee  would  have  been  authorized  to  da  it, 
if  the  authority  was  not  included  in  the  instrument  itself. 

It  is  true,  as  held  in  Carter  agt.  Hammil,  (12  Barb.j  254,) 
that  the  assignee  had  a  right  to  elect  whether  he  would 
except  an  assignment  of  a  lease  so  as  to  make  himself  liable 
for  rent  to  the  landlord,  but  if  he  refused  to  accept,  the* 
the  authority  to  pay  rent  and  taxes  would  become  impera- 
tive, while  the  acceptance  would  make  him  liable  until 
sale,  whether  the  assignment  authorized  payment  of  the 
rent  or  not. 

2d.  It  is  objected  that  the  assignment  authorized  the 
payment  of  debts  due  and  to  grow  due. 

The  defendant's  counsel  admits,  if  this  had  been  confined 
to  debts  for  which  the  assignee  (who  was  intended  to  be 
secured)  was  at  the  time  liable,  it  would  be  good. 

The  assignment  will  bear  no  other  construction.  It 
authorizes  the  payment  of  debts,  bonds,  notes  and  sums  of 
money  due  and  to  grow  due,  whether  they  were  payable  at 
the  time  or  not  would  be  immaterial.  The  assignment 
expressly  confines  the  payment  to  debts,  Ac,  for  which  the 
assignor  was  then  liable  to  the  assignee.  It  could  not,  in 
any  way,  be  made  to  cover  debts  not  then  in  existence. 

3d.  The  authority  to  employ  an  attorney  is  also  objec- 
ted to. 

Vol.  XXiy.  14 
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The  appointment  of  an  attorney  does  not  authorize  the 
assignee  to  substitute  any  one  in  his  place.  He  still  remains 
liable,  and  bound  to  act  as  principal.  Any  discretion  must 
be  exercised  by  him  and  on  his  responsibility.  Whatever 
an  attorney  does  in  the  business  is  considered  as  done  by 
the  assignee.  That  he  might  employ  an  attorney  without 
any  express  authority  is  undoubted.  The  authority  given 
to  do  so  does  not,  in  any  way,  invalidate  the  assignment. 

The  case  referred  to  in  Plank  agt.  Schermtrhom^  (S 
Barh.  Ch.  fiep.^  644,)  was  a  case  where  the  assignee  had  a 
right  to  name  a  successor  and  not  appoint  an  attorney. 

I  see  no  reason  for  holding  the  assignment  void,  as  mat* 
ter  of  law.  If  there  was  any  fraud  in  fact,  the  question 
was  for  the  jury  and  not  for  the  court. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  court  erred  in  dismissing  the 
complaint,  and  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed  and 
a  new  trial  ordered,  costs  to  abide  the  event. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
William  Allgro  agt.  William  E.  Duncan. 

Wh«rt»  In  an  aotion  npon  a  pramiitory  noi;  the  defendant  inierpoeee  ilie  defenee 
and  provei  infaneyt  when  the  note  waa  given,  the  jnry  ihonld  be  dirtettd  to 
And  a  rerdiet  for  the  defendant,  althoagh  some  facts  may  have  oome  out' on  the 
trial  tending  to  show  that  the  defendant  had  been  doing  boiincn  for  hioiielf,  and 
representing  himself  as  of  fall  age : 

And  where,  in  sneh  case,  the  Judge  omitted  to  giro  snoh  direotion  to  the  jnrj,  but 
gave  them  partieular  instrnotions  as  to  the  law  of  the  case,  and  they  found  a  Tor- 
diet  for  the  plaintiff, 

HM,  that  the  verdict  shonid  be  set  Mide  on  a  motion  made  npon  the  minutes  of 
the  Judge,  under  §  364  of  the  Code,  If  the  awkward  phraseologj  of  that  seotion 
could  be  applied  to  the  case. 

It  must  be  assumed  that  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  rerdiot,  and  for  a  new  trial  **  upon 
Insufficient  cTidence,"  under  §  26i,  means  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  giouBd 
that  the  vrdiet  %$  agaimt  tvid^ne;  as  was  the  dear  and  plain  language  under 
the  old  practice. 

A  safe  rule  in  such  casec  is,  to  apply  the  former  praetlce,  and  Intaipitt  the  i 
liticeaadddioieiMlefof  thaCode  by  Its  light. 
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Kings  Circuit  and  Special  Term,  JVorem6er,  1862. 

P.  S.  Crooks,  for  plaintiff. 
Geo.  Thompson,  far  defendant. 

Emott,  Justice.  This' suit  was  upon  a  promissory  note ; 
the  defence  was  infancy.  The  plaintiff  proved  the  note, 
and  rested  ;  and  the  defendant  proved,  by  his  own  testimony 
and  that  of  another  witness,  that  he  was  an  infant  when 
the  note  was  made.  Upon  the  cross-examination  some 
facts  came  out  tending  to  show  that  the  defendant  had 
been  doing  business  for  himself,  and  in  certain  particulars 
holdiug  himself  out,  or  allowing  himself  to  be,  considered 
of  full  age.  This  was  all  the  evidence.  When  it  closed, 
the  defendant's  counsel  did  not  ask  me  to  direct  a  verdict, 
as  he  might  have  done,  since  there  was  really  nothing  in 
the  case  for  a  jury.  In  the  absence  of  any  such  request 
from  counsel,  I  unwisely  allowed  the  case  to  go  to  the  jury, 
giving  them  very  careful  instructions.  The  result  showed 
that^I  relied  too  much  upon  their  intelligence  or  their  firm- 
ness. They  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiflF,  If  this  ver- 
dict went  upon  the  question  of  infancy,  it  was  plainly  con- 
trary to  the  evidence  ;  and  if  it  went  upon  any  notion  of  an 
estoppel  against  the  defence  of  infancy,  it  was  as  plainly 
contrary  to  law.  Either  way  it  must  be  set  aside,  and  the 
only  question  is,  how  or  when. 

The  present  motion  is  made  upon  the  minutes  of  the 
judge,  under  section  264  of  the  Code.  The  phraseology 
which  has  been  used  by  the  codifiers  gives  rise  to  the  only 
question  in  this,  as  it  does  in  so  many  other  cases.  Sec- 
tion 264  allows  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  minutes, 
"  upon  exceptions,  or  for  insufficient  evidence,  or  for  exces- 
sive damages.''  Before  the  Code,  we  had  new  trials  granted 
when  verdicts  were  contrary  to  the  evidence,  and  when 
they  were  contrary  to  law.  These  expressions  were  suffi- 
ciently plain  in  themselves,  or  if  there  was  any  obscurity 
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in  the  words,  their  meaning  had  been  made  entirely  certain 
in  the  practice  of  the  courts  and  the  course  of  decisions. 
It  seems,  however,  to  have  been  a  part  of  the  scheme  of 
codification  not  to  continue  the  use  of  any  term  or  phrase 
which  had  acquired  a  technical  or  precise  meaning  in  the 
existing  practice,  but  to  introduce  not  only  a  new  practice, 
but  a  new  nomenclature,  which,  if  it  were  much  better  than 
it  is,  would  need  time,  controversy  and  decisions  to  define 
it.  Instead  of  a  motion  to  set  aside  A  verdict  as  being 
contrary  to  evidence,  we  are  introduced  to  a  motion  ''  to 
set  aside  a  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial  for  insuflScient 
evidence."  What  this  awkward  phrase  means,  may  require 
judicial  construction  to  determine.  The  astute  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  in  the  present  case,  contends  that  a  motion  to 
set  aside  a  verdict  "  for  insufficient  evidence,"  can  only  be 
entertained  where  the  party  succeeding  had  no  sufficient 
evidence  in  his  own  behalf,  and  cannot  be  made  where  the 
jury  have  disregarded  sufficient  evidence  offered  by  the 
defeated  party  to  sustain  an  affirmative  cause  of  action  or 
defence.  Thus,  here  the  plaintiff's  evidence  consisted 
simply  of  the  production  and  proof  of  his  note,  and  was 
sufficient,  standing  by  itself,  to  make  out  his  case.  The 
defendant  put  in  the  evidence  of  infancy.  His  evidence 
was  also  sufficient  to  establish  his  defence,  and  there  was 
nothing  to  contradict  it.  If  it  had  failed  to  make  out  the 
fact  of  infancy,  and  the  jury  had  nevertheless  given  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant,  the  argument  of  the  counsel  is,  that 
a  case  would  be  presented  for  a  motion  like  the  present, 
but  that  a  verdict  against  all  the  evidence,  and  founded 
upon  no  evidence,  is  not  a  verdict  upon  insufficient  evi- 
dence. The  argument  is  ingenious,  but  not  sound.  Per- 
haps if  we  were  in  the  unhappy  condition  of  the  rising  gen- 
eration of  lawyers,  knowing  nothing  of  practice  but  the 
Code,  we  might  be  embarrassed  with  the  decision  of  this 
and  similar  questions.    But  a  safe  rule  in  such  cases  is,  to 
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apply  the  former  practice,  and  interpret  the  obscurities 
and  deficiencies  of  the  Code  by  its  light. 

I  shall  therefore  assume  that  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  ver- 
dict, and  for  a  new  trial,  ''  upon  insufficient  evidence,'' 
means  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ^ound  that  the  ver- 
dict is  against  the  evidence.  That  I  take  to  be  the  case. 
I  am  not  required  to  assume  that  the  jury  found  the  fact 
of  infancy  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  then  proceeded 
to  a  verdict  against  him  upon  some  supposed  legal  ground 
of  estoppel.  There  being  no  legal  foundation  or  appear- 
ance of  estoppel  in  the  case,  I  shall  not  imagine  any,  but 
shall  treat  the  verdict  of  the  jury  as  given  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  infancy,  and  against  the  evidence  on  that  issue. 

It  must  therefore  be  set  aside ;  but  as  the  verdict  and 
this  motion  would  have  been  prevented  by  a  proper  appli- 
cation at  the  trial,  to  direct  a  verdict,  the  defendant  ought 
not,  in  any  event,  to  recover  the  costs  of  the  late  trial  or 
of  the  motion. 

The  verdict  is  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  but  the 
costs  of  the  trial  and  of  this  motion  are  allowed  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  be  costs  of  the  cause,  and  to  be  recovered  by 
him  if  he  shall  finally  succeed ;  or  if  he  is  ultimcvjbely  de- 
feated, to  be  set  off  against  the  defendant's  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
OaiFFiN  and  others  agt.  Banks  and  others. 

Wheve  the  wife,  after  her  husband's  abienee  for  five  raoeeenye  yean,  and  without 

her  having  known,  daring  that  time,  that  he  waa  living,  (te«  8  it.  flT.,  S27,  5fh 

sd.^)  married  a  Moond  hnsband> 
Beld,  that  the  iirtt  marriage  waa  only  plaoed  bj  the  law  In  abeyance.    It  only 

temporarily  suspended  the  rights  of  the  first  hnsband>  unless,  by  his  own  neglect 

or  acqnieseenoe,  he  waived  or  abandoned  them. 
The  first  husband,  in  this  ease,  having  omitted  or  negleeted  to  resoti  to  the  propw 

remedy,  by  filing  a  bill  and  proceeding  in  the  manner  preaoribed  by  the  ftatnte. 
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to  mnnol  the  roidabU  (Moond)  mMrrmgt,  the  latter  marriage  eonlinved  in  feree 
after  the  death  of  the  flnt  husband,  and  had  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if^  when 
it  was  solemnised,  the  first  hnsband  vos  not  alive. 
A  d€sd  <(fsepanUUm  between  hnsband  and  wife,  which  is  withont  eonridoiatieoy 
and  eonscqnentlj  Toid,  does  not  affect  the  husband's  rights  in  the  property  and 
business  of  the  wife,  or  the  debts  contracted  in  her  name;  and  sneh  property 
pMses  to  his  assignee,  in  a%  a$$ignwutU  f^r  the  benejit  itfcreditore 

Jftw  York  General  Term,  October,  1862. 
'  IifGRAHAM,  Barnakd  aod  Cleke,  Justices. 

By  the  court,  Clebke,  P.  Justice.  I.  The  justice  who 
tried  this  action  at  special  term  has  found  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  "  that  on  the  22d  day  of  July,  1842,  Mary  McCuUom 
married  Bruce  McKinney,  at  the  city  of  New  York ;  that 
such  marriage  was  contracted  by  her  in  good  faith,  believ- 
ing McCullom  (her  first  husband)  to  be  dead,  and  after  Mc- 
Cullom  had  absented  himself  for  five  successive  years,  and 
without  her  having  known,  during  that  time,  that  McCul- 
lom was  living." 

This  finding  we  see  no  reason  to  disturb  ;  and  we  shall 
therefore  assume  its  truth. 

The  statute  (3  R.  5.,  227,  5M  ed.,)  provides  that  "  if  any 
person  whose  husband  or  wife  shall  have  absented  himself 
or  herself  for  the  space  of  five  successive  years,  without 
being  known  to  such  person  to  be  living  during  that  time, 
shall  marry  during  the  lifetime  of  such  absent  husband  or 
wife,  the  marriage  shall  be  void  only  from  the  time  that  its 
nullity  shall  be  pronounced  by  a  court  of  competent  autho- 
rity." The  second  marriage  in  this  case  was  not  declared 
void  by  any  court. 

Had  it,  therefore,  the  same  efficacy  in  all  respects,  as  if 
the  first  husband  was  not  alive  at  the  time  of  its  solemni- 
zation ? 

The  language  of  the  statute  is  very  general  and  positive, 
without  any  reservation  or  exception,  express  or  implied; 
and  yet  it  would  apparently  be  at  variance  with  the  plain- 
est principles  of  justice,  that  the  first  husband  should  be 
deprived  of  his  marital  rights — of  his  right  to  the  enjoy- 


NSW  TORK  PRAOnCS  RSPORTS*  215 

Orifllii  agt.  Banki. 

ment  of  the  society  of  his  wife  and  of  his  interest  in  her 
property,  merely  by  her  mistake,  arising  from  an  absence 
which,  under  many  circumstances,  he  could  not  avoid,  and 
which,  indeed,  may  have  originated  in  an  endeavor  to  pro- 
mote the  common  benefit  of  both.  If  the  second  marriage 
is  to  be  upheld,  the  first  ceases  to  have  any  validity ;  both, 
certainly,  cannot  co-exist.  Under  our  law,  and  under  that 
of  all  Christendom  for  many  centuries,  if  not  from  the  very 
origin  of  Christianity,  no  man  shall  have  more  than  one 
wife,  and  no  woman  more  than  one  husband,  at  the  same 
time.  Does  the  law,  then,  provide  no  redress  for  the  bus* 
band  who  has  been  thus  injured  by  the  act  of  his  wife, 
committed  under  a  mistake  ?  I  think  it  does.  It  places 
the  first  marriage  only  in  abeyance.  It  only  temporarily 
suspends  the  rights  of  the  first  husband,  unless,  by  his  own 
neglect  or  acquiescence,  he  should  waive  or  abandon  them. 

The  course  pointed  out  by  the  chancellor,  in  ValUau 
agt.  Valleau,  (6  Paige,  207,)  is  open  to  every  husband  or 
wife  in  similar  circa mstances.  He  says :  '*  The  remedy  of 
the  former  husband  or  wife,  in  such  a  case,  is  to  file  a  bill, 
and  proceed  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  statute  to  annul 
the  voidable  marriage,  and  if  the  parties  thereto  continue 
to  cohabit  together,  after  a  decree  of  nullity  has  been  pro- 
nounced, the  rightful  husband  or  wife  may  then  file  a  bill 
for  a  divorce  on  the  ground  of  that  adultery."  This  is  the 
obvious  and  the  only  practicable  course ;  and  McCullom, 
the  first  husband  in  this  case,  having  omitted  or  neglected 
to  resort  to  it,  the  second  marriage  continued  in  force,  and, 
after  the  death  of  McCuUom,  could  not  be  disputed  or 
invalidated  by  his  representatives,  or  any  other  party. 

I  hold,  therefore,  that  the  marriage  of  Bruce  McKinney 
and  Mrs.  McCullom  has  the  same  force  and  efiect  as  if,  when 
it  was  solemnized,  McGulIom  was  not  alive. 

Assuming,  then,  that  this  marriage  was  as  legal  in  its 
origin  and  continuance  as  any  other  marriage,  did  the  deed 
of  separation,  in  1844,  or  any  other  act  oF  McKinney,  divest 


216       ^^  YORK  PRACTICS  RSPORTS. 

I     ^i— ■       I 
People  ex  rel.  Sohmitt  agt.  Saint  FraneiMU  Benerolent  Sooiety. 

him  of  all  right  to  the  property  which  then  or  afterwards 
beloDged  to  his  wife  ? 

On  this  poiot,  I  adopt  the  reasoning  of  the  justice  at 
special  term,  and  agree  with  him  that  the  deed  of  separa- 
tion, being  without  consideration,  was  void ;  that  the  pro- 
perty and  business  remained  the  property  and  business  of 
the  husband ;  that  the  debts  contracted  in  the  business, 
although  contracted  in  the  name  of  Mary  B.  McEanney, 
were  the  debts  of  Bruce  McKinney ;  that  he,  and  not  Lan- 
gan,  the  trustee  in  the  deed  of  separation,  had  the  legal 
right  and  title  in  the  property ;  that  consequently  he  had 
the  sole  right  to  make  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditors,  and  that  his  assignees,  and  not  the  assignees  of 
his  wife,  have  a  good  title  to  the  property  in  question  and 
its  proceeds. 

The  judgment  of  the  special  term  should  be  affirmed, 
with  costs* 


SUPREME  COUBT. 

The  People  ex  reL  Michael  Schmitt  agt.  Saint  Franciscus 
Benevolent  Society. 

Where  a  member  of  a  eharitabU  and  bBneooUnt  tocUt$,  oi'gaiiised  under  the  tta- 
tBte  of  1848,  entitled  '<  An  aet  for  the  incorporation  of  benevolent,  eharitable, 
Bcientifio  and  miuionary  societies,"  is  expelled  from  such  society  for  the  non- 
observanee  of  a  by-law  which  is  not  anthorised  by  the  statute  nor  ihe  ecmititii- 
tion  of  the  state,  he  wiU  be  restored  to  membership  by  f/utwUmui, 

Hembers  of  such  society  cannot  be  expelled  therefrom  upon  charges  made  againai 
them  witJi&itt  notice,  and  an  opportonity  to  be  heard  in  their  defenoe. 

Erie  Special  Term^  Jfcvemhefj  1862. 

The  respondents  are  a  benevolent  society  in  the  city  of 
Buffalo,  organized  under  the  laws  of  1848,  entitled  *' An  act 
for  the  incorporation  of  benevolent,  charitable,  scientific 
and  missionary  societies." 

The  relator  was  a  member  thereof  and  was  exdodadi  and 
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he  made  a  motion  for  a  peremptory  mandamus,  compelling 
the  respondents  to  reinstate   him  to  membership.      The 
facts  snfBciently  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Motion  for  mandamns. 

L.  L.  Lewis,  ybr  relator. 
Eli  Cook,  for  defendants, 

Maryin,  Justice.  I  think  this  motion  must  be  granted. 
The  relator  makes  a  clear  case  of  right  to  membership  in 
the  corporation,  and  the  facts  presented  in  opposition  to 
the  motion  are  not  snflScient  to  justify  the  expulsion  of  the 
relator  from  the  society.  '  It  is  not  my  purpose  to  enter 
into  a  discussion  of  some  interesting  questions  presented 
upon  the  argument ;  it  will  be  enough  to  say  that  the  rela- 
tor, as  one  of  the  corporators,  had  rights  which  the  law 
will  protect  He  states,  that  as  a  member  of  the  corpora- 
tion, he  performed  all  the  obligations  and  conditions  re- 
quired of  him  by  the  by*laws,  rules  and  regulations  of  the 
society.  He  shows  that  he  was  expelled  from  the  society 
in  his  absence,  and  without  having  had  any  notice  in  time 
of  any  intended  proceedings  against  him,  to  enable  him  to 
attend  and  protect  his  rights.  He  states,  upon  information 
and  belief,  that  he  was  expelled  from  the  society  by  a  vote 
of  a  majority  of  the  members  present,  for  the  pretended 
reason  that  he  had  neglected  to  attend  the  confessional, 
that  is  to  say,  that  he  had  neglected  to  attend  before  a 
catholic  priest  and  confess  his  sins,  as  required  by  a  by-law 
of  the  society.  He  states  that  he  had  fully  complied  with 
the  by-law  referred  to  during  each  and  every  year  that  he 
had  belonged  to  the  society,  and  that  no  notice  had  at  any 
time  been  given  to  him  that  he  Ifttd  violated  any  of  the 
laws  or  regulations  of  the  society.  These  allegations  are 
not  put  in  issue  or  denied  by  the  corporation.  True,  the 
affidavits  read  in  opposition  to  the  motion,  were  designed 
to  show  some  notice  of  the  intended  proceedings  against 
the  defendant,  or  rather  notices  to  attend  certain  meetings 
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of  the  Bociety.  But  it  is  not  pretended  that  such  notices 
came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  relator  in  time  to  enable  him 
to  attend  the  meetings  indicated,  at  one  of  which  he  was 
expelled.  The  corporation  takes  and  relies  npon  the  posi- 
tion that  no  notice  was  necessary.  Again,  I  cannot  learn 
from  the  papers  for  what  alleged  cause  the  relator  was  ex- 
pelled from  the  society.  In  the  affidavit  of  the  president 
of  the  society,  (designed  mainly  to  show  that,  though  notice 
to  the  relator  was  not  necessary,  he  directed  notice  to  be 
given,)  it  is  stated  that  the  relator,  "  although  a  member 
of  the  association  or  society,  having  violated  its  constitu- 
tion, by-laws  and  regulations,  was,  on  the  17th  day  of  July 
last,  by  a  vote  of  a  majortity  of  the  members  of  the  said 
association,  expelled  therefrom."  What  part  of  the  con- 
stitution, or  what  by-law  or  regulation  was  it  claimed 
that  the  relator  had  violated  ?  This  does  not  appear ;  it  is 
added  that  there  is  no  provision  in  the  articles  of  associa- 
tion, constitution  or  by-laws  requiring  any  notice  to  be 
served  upon  a  member  guilty  of  delinquency  in  attending 
the  confessional ;  but  in  this  case,  for  the  purpose  of  ena- 
bling Schmitt  to  make  a  defence  before  said  association, 
he,  the  president,  caused  notice  to  be  left  at  the  house  of 
Schmitt,  Ac,  in  order  that  he  might  appear  and  explain 
before  the  said  society  the  charges  that  were  made  against 
him.    What  charges  ? 

It  is  said  that  no  notice  was  necessary  in  a  certain  case, 
but  it  is  not  said  that  the  charge  against  the  relator  was 
the  one  in  which  no  notice  was  necessary.  For  aught  that 
appears  in  these  papers,  the  relator  may  have  been  charged 
with  the  violation  of  any  other  of  the  by-laws,  Ac,  aside 
from  the  one  relating  to  the  confessional.  There  is  another 
affidavit,  made  by  the  person  who  made  some  attempt  to 
serve  notice  upon  the  relator  to  attend  the  meeting,  ''  to 
answer  certain  charges  which  were  preferred  against  him 
for  a  violation  of  the  constitution,  by-laws  and  regulations 
of  the  said  association ;"  and  in  another  place  it  is  said. 
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''for  the  purpose  of  answeriDg  the  charges  aforesaid." 
Thus  it  nowhere  appears  what  the  charge  was,  upon  which 
the  relator  was  expelled.  The  relator,  after  his  expulsion, 
was  informed  that  it  was  upon  the  pretended  reason  that  he 
had  neglected  to  attend  the  confessional,  Ac.  And  the 
papers  read  in  opposition  to  the  motion,  do  not  show  whe* 
ther  this  was  the  reason  or  charge  upon  which  he  was 
expelled,  or  what  the  charge  was.  No  good  reason  or 
cause  is  therefore  shown  for  his  expulsion.  But  if  it  is 
assumed  that  the  relator  was  expelled  upon  a  charge  of 
violating  article  4  of  the  by-laws,  I  think  we  shall  come  to 
the  same  conclusion. 

The  2d  subdivision  of  this  article  reads :  "  He  is  bound 
to  receive  the  holy  sacraments  of  penance  and  eucharist 
twice  a  year,  and  has  to  prove  it  before  all  the  meeting 
that  he  has  done  the  same,  after  he  has  been  admitted  in 
said  society ;  without  this,  he  shall  not  be  considered  a 
member."  By  article  2d,  the  society  is  to  consist  of  mem- 
bers who  profess  the  Roman  Catholic  religion,  and  who,  at 
the  same  time,  are  church  members  of  the  St.  John's  church, 
and  as  such  must  have  a  pew  or  slip  in  said  church.  Thus 
it  is  seen  that  no  one  can  become  a  member  of  the  corpo- 
ration, unless  he  professes  the  catholic  religion  and  is  a 
member  of  the  St.  John's  church,  and  has  a  pew  or  slip 
therein ;  and  after  becoming  a  member  of  the  corporation, 
be  is  to  receive,  twice  a  year,  certain  sacraments  of  that 
church,  and  is  to  prove  such  fact  before  the  society,  or  he 
is  not  to  be  considered  a  member.  It  is  argued  that  this 
clause  of  the  4th  article  is  invalid  ;  that  it  is  not  author- 
ised by  the  statute  under  which  the  corporation  is  organ- 
ized ;  that  it  is  against  the  general  policy  of  our  laws  and 
the  constitution  of  the  state,  and  that  it  is  unreasonable. 
In  my  opinion,  this  by-law  is  not  authorized  by  the  statute, 
and  it  is  in  conflict  with  our  constitution,  which  declares : 
Art.  1,  sec.  3.  *'  The  free  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  reli- 
gious profession  and  worship,  without  discrimination  or 
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preference,  shall  forever  be  allowed  in  this  state  to  all 
mankinil." 

The  defendant  was  incorporated  nnder  the  act  of  1848, 
entitled  '^  An  act  for  the  incorporation  of  benevolent,  char- 
itable,  scientific  and  missionary  societies."  The  act  author- 
izes the  corporation  ''  to  make  by-laws  for  the  management 
of  its  affairs,  not  inconsistent  with  the  constitution  and 
laws  of  this  state,  or  of  the  United  States*"  The  purposes 
of  the  corporation  in  the  present  case,  as  declared  in  the 
charter  or  articles  of  association,  were  charitahU  and  benevth 
lent.  Its  general  plan  was  to  obtain  money  from  its  mem- 
bers, and  use  it  for  their  benefit  in  times  of  the  sickness  or 
death  of  a  member,  and  to  render  assistance  to  the  widow 
of  the  deceased  member,  Ac,  Jko,  There  is  nothing  said 
in  the  articles  of  association  touching  the  religious  char- 
acter of  its  members.  It  may  be  that  the  society  had  the 
right  to  prescribe  who  should  be  members,  and  to  require 
that  the  applicant  for  membership  should  be  a  professor  of 
the  catholic  or  any  other  religion,  and  that  he  should  be  a 
member  of  some  particular  church.  The  society  may,  I 
suppose,  refuse  to  admit  any  one  to  membership,  and  sach 
person  would  have  no  remedy.  But  once  admitted,  he  will 
have  all  the  rights  and  privileges  provided  by  the  charter 
under  the  statute ;  and  the  charter  or  articles  of  associa* 
tion  can  contain  no  provision  in  conflict  with  the  statute. 
In  the  present  case,  the  relator,  who  had  been  a  member  of 
the  corporation  for  many  years,  and  had  paid  in  all  dues, 
according  to  the  charter  and  by-laws,  has  a  legal  right  to 
be  continued  a  member  until  he  shall  violate  some  rule  or 
by-law  authorized  by  law,  and  which  justifies  his  expulsion. 
If  the  by-law  in  question,  touching  the  sacraments,  Ac,  is 
valid,  then  the  relator  will  be  deprived  of  a  valuable  right 
secured  to  him  by  the  constitution.  He  cannot  be  permit- 
ted the  free  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  any  other  religion 
except  the  catholic  He  must  continue  to  profess  that 
religion,  and  partake  of  the  sacraments  prescribed,  Ac,  or 
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forfeit  his  right  as  a  corporator ;  a  pecuniary  right  having 
no  necessary  connection  with  any  particular  religion. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  discass  this  question  at  length ; 
but  in  my  opinion,  the  by-law  in  question  cannot  be  sua* 
tained.  The  religious  privileges  which  the  constitution 
and  the  laws  secure  to  all  persons  of  this  state,  cannot  in 
this  way  be  infringed  or  abrogated.  This  position  will,  of 
course,  have  no  relation  to  any  rules  and  regulations^  or 
articles  of  faith,  adopted  by  any  religious  denomination  or 
society,  and  for  a  departure  from  which  the  member  is  liable 
to  punishment  or  removal.  Our  laws  permit  these  societies 
to  establish  any  rules,  regulations  or  articles  of  faith,  for 
the  government  of  their  own  bodies,  and  he  who  becomes  a 
member  of  such  irreligious  society,  .agrees  to  the  rules,  regu* 
lations  and  articles  of  faith,  aiid  to  the  mode  of  discipline 
and  trial  provided  by  it,  and  the  court  will  not  inter- 
fere. But  in  this  case  the  defendant  was  organized  and 
iijcoTporated  for  charitable  and  benevolent  purposes,  under 
a  statute  of  the  state,  and  it  is  possessed  of  property  and 
funds  in  which  the  relator  has  an  interest ;  and  the  law 
protects  that  interest,  and  he  cannot  be  deprived  of  bis 
rights  by  an  unauthorized  by-law,  though  he  may  have 
assented  to  it. 

I  am  also  satisfied  that  members  of  this  society  cannot 
be  expelled  upon  charges  made  against  them,  until  they 
have  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in  their  defence.  This  is 
a  general  principle.  It  is  a  case  of  property  of  legal  rights — 
but  a  case  of  voluntary  association  for  purposes  affecting 
no  substantial  property  rights,  in  which  the  associates  pro- 
vide all  their  own  laws,  and  may  provide  for  expulsion, 
without  notice,  if  they  choose  to  do  so.  Here  the  relator 
had  rights  which  the  law  will  protect ;  and  if  there  had 
been  a  by*law  that  any  member  might  be  expelled  by  a 
vote  of  the  society,  in  his  absence  and  without  notice,  I 
have  no  doubt  such  by-law  would  be  illegal.    It  would  be 
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unreasonable.  It  would  be  an  attempt  to  withdraw  from 
the  protection  of  law,  the  rights  of  a  member. 

Without  farther  discussing  the  question  raised,  I  think 
it  clear  that  the  relator  is  entitled  to  the  relief  he  demands. 
He  must  be  restored  to  membership,  and  if  there  should  be 
charges  made  against  him,  he  must  have  a  reasonable  no- 
tice of  them,  and  an  opportunity  to  make  his  defence. 

Let  a  peremptoiy  mandamus  issue. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

The  People  ex  reL  JoseYaliente  and  others  agt.  William 
H.  Dyckman. 

r 

Zh«  •xaminatioii  of  a  farty  fti  th«  ini tuiM  of  ibe  ftdrone  putj,  viidor  (  991  of  Um 
Code,  before  trial,  is  oondacted  in  all  retpeoU  in  the  same  manner  as  a  wUnest 
examined  eonditionally  under  art.  2,  title  Z,  chap.  7  of  part  8  of  the  RoTiied 
StaUtet. 

That  f  tatnie  providee  that  if  any  witnon  attending  before  any  JadgOi  pnnDant  to  a 
lummona,  shall,  without  reasonable  cause,  refuse  to  answer  any  legal  and  perti- 
nent question,  "  the  ofBoer  issuing  such  summons  shall,  by  warrant,  commit  such 
witnoM  to  tho  eommon  jail  of  the  oovnty ;»  there  to  remain  until  he  labmiti  to 
answer,  or  until  he  be  discharged  aooording  to  law. 

Held,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge,  where  the  witness  refuses  to  answer  a  legal 
and  pertinent  question,  to  itsue  his  warrant  for  ibe  oommitment  of  the  wttncM; 
that  an  order  morelf  adjudging  the  witneee  to  he  in  contempt,  is  improper,  and 
unauthorised  by  law.  And  an  appeal  from  such  order  is  for  the  same  reason 
equally  unauthorised. 

It  if  not  an  open  question,  that  a  party  examined  as  a  wltne«,  either  at  or  befora 
the  trial,  may  be  required,  upon  a  eubpmna  dncee  tecum,  to  prodnoe  hii  boofet 
relating  to  or  containing  eyidence  pertinent  to  the  issues  in  the  action. 

And  where  such  party  has  produced  a  book  of  account  and  prored  the  same,  and 
baa  pointed  out  and  explained  the  ^barges  in  it,  celled  for  in  eridence,  be  may 
be  compelled  to  go  further,  and  required  to  read  out  qf  the  book  the  specific 
Uemt  and  char  gee  to  vihich  he  had  referred  and  pointed,  to  the  end  that  the 
same  may  be  incorporated  in  his  deposition  and  preeeryed  as  OTidenee*  For  ViM 
refusal  to  thus  read  from  the  book,  he  may  be  punished  for  contempt,  ai  before 
stated. 


Afril  General  Term,  1862. 
Before  all  the  Justices. 
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Appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term  adjudging 
the  defendant  goilty  of  a  contempt,  and  directing  an  attach* 
ment  for  his  commitment  to  issue. 

The  defendant  was  nnder  examination  as  a  witness,  upon 
a  subpoena  duces  tecum^  on  the  part  of  the. plaintiff,  before 
trial,  under  section  391  of  the  Code.  The  witness  pro- 
duced, under  the  subpoena,  a  certain  book^  which  he  tes* 
tified  contained  charges  made  by  Waydell  &  Co.,  for  coop- 
erage on  the  first  shipment  of  cigars  referred  to  in  the 
pleadings,  and  which  the  witness  testified  he  had  paid.  The 
witness  pointed  out  to  the  plaintiff's  counsel  the  charges  in 
the  book  under  date  of  May,  1860,  and  also  entries  made 
by  Waydell  or  his  clerk,  under  date  of  Sept.  7,  1860,  of 
payments  made  by  the  defendant  to  said  Waydell,  of  the 
said  charges  for  cooperage,  when  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
propounded  to  the  witness  the  following  '*  Question:  Now 
state  the  items  as  set  forth  in  the  book,  to  which  you  have 
pointed  ?" 

The  question  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant's  counsel 
on  the  ground  that  the  defendant,  as  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiff,  having  produced  the  items,  had  done  more  than 
he  was  obliged  to,  and  could  not  be  examined  so  as  to 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  incorporate  into  the  deposition  of 
the  defendant,  either  copies  or  the  substance  of  papers  pro- 
duced under  the  subpoena.  The  justice,  before  whom  the 
examination  was  taken,  overruled  the  objection,  and  de- 
cided that  the  witness  must  answer  the  question.  To 
which  ruling  and  decision  the  defendant's  counsel  excepted. 

An  attachment  having  been  issued  against  the  witness, 
be  was  brought  before  a  justice  of  this  court,  and  upon  his 
refusal  still  to  answer  the  question,  the  order  appealed  from 
was  made. 

'^ 

H.  A.  Cram,  far  appellant 
I.  T.  Williams,  for  plaintiffs. 
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By  the  court,  Monell,  J.  The  order  appealed  from,  and 
all  the  proceedings  sabsequent  to  the  refusal  of  the  witness 
to  answer,  are  so  clearly  irregular,  that  we  might  well  di8> 
pose  of  the  question  on  that  ground,  without  looking  into 
the  merits. 

The  examination  was  of  a  party,  at  the  instance  of  the 
adverse  party,  before  trial.  Such  examination,  though  ab* 
solute,  is  conducted  in  all  respects  in  the  same  manner  as  a 
witness  examined  conditionally  under  art.  2,  title  3,  chap. 
7  of  part  3  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  Section  61  of  that 
title  provides,  that  if  any  witness  attending  before  any 
judge,  pursuant  to  a  summons,  shall,  without  reasonable 
cause,  refuse  to  answer  any  legal  and  pertinent  question, 
"  the  officer  issuing  such  summons  shall,  by  warrant,  com- 
mit such  witness  to  the  common  jail  of  the  county,"  there 
to  remain  until  he  submits  to  answer,  or  until  he  be  dis> 
charged  according  to  law.  The  power  of  the  judge,  under 
this  statute,  to  compel  a  witness  to  answer,  and  to  commit 
him  if  he  refuses,  is  ample  and  free  from  doubt  The  judge 
not  only  may,  but  the  statute  says  shall  commit  the  witness, 
if,  without  reasonable  cause,  he  refuses  to  answer.  The 
policy  of  conferring  this  power  exclusively  upon  the  judge 
before  whom  the  examination  is  taken,  cannot  be  ques^ 
tioned.  No  one  is  so  well  qualified  to  judge  of  the  legality 
and  pertinency  of  the  question  as  he.  No  one  can  deter* 
mine,  as  well  as  he,  that  the  refusal  to  answer  is  without 
reasonable  cause.  It  is,  moreover,  a  contempt  of  his  autho* 
rity,  and  it  would  seriously  impede  the  administration  of 
justice,  if  the  remedies  to  punish  a  contumacious  witness 
were  to  be  pursued  through  other  and  remote  channels. 
The  judge  is  to  decide  whether  the  question  is  legal  and 
pertinent  to  the  issue,  and  I  am  not  aware  that  any  statute 
or  practice  of  the  court  has  ever  allowed  his  decision  to  be 
reviewed  in  the  manner  sought  in  this  case. 

It  was  obviously  the  duty  of  the  judge,  before  whom  the 
examination  was  taken,  to  have  issued  his  warrant  for  the 
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commitment  of  the  witness ;  and  hence  the  order  he  made, 
merely  adjudging  the  witness  to  be  in  contempt,  was  im- 
proper and  unauthorized  by  law.  And  the  order  appealed 
from  was,  for  the  same  reasons,  equally  unauthorized. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  order  appealed  from,  and 
all  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  refusal  of  the  witness  to 
answer,  so  far  as  the  court  has  power  to  do  so,  must  be 
reversed.  Before  compelling  the  witness  to  answer,  the 
judge  must  be  satisfied  that  the  question  propounded  is  legal 
and  pertinent  to  the  issue  formed  by  the  pleadings.  Having 
determined  this,  his  duty  is  plain.  There  is  no  force  in 
the  argument  against  this  statute,  that  great  injustice  may 
be  done  ;  that  a  party  may  be  compelled  to  answer  imper- 
tinent questions ;  and  that,  especially,  under  the  statute 
authorizing  a  parly  to  be  examined  as  a  witness  at  the 
instance  of  the  adverse  party,  the  examining  party  may  be 
allowed  to  pursue  his  investigations  into  the  past  history, 
business  and  career  of  the  witness.  No  such  danger  exists. 
The  law  throws  around  the  witness  its  ample  protection ; 
and  the  judge  will  see  to  it,  that  the  examination  is  confined 
to  subjects  pertinent  to  the  issue,  and  is  not  permitted  for 
any  pnrpose  foreign  to  it.  But  while  the  law,  thus  admin- 
istered, shields  and  protects  the  witness,  it  also  imposes 
upon  him  the  obligation  of  obedience,  and  forbids  his  con- 
tempt of  its  authority. 

Enough  has  now  been  said  to  dispose  of  this  appeal. 
Nevertheless,  I  deem  it  proper  briefiy  to  examine  whether 
the  question  propounded  to  the  witness  was  proper. 

I  think  it  may  not  be  considered  an  open  question,  that 
a  party  examined  as  a  witness,  either  at  or  before  the  trial, 
may  be  required,  upon  a  subpoena  ducts  tecum^  to  produce 
his  books  relating  to  or  containing  evidence  pertinent  to 
the  issues  in  the  action.  That  question  has  been  put  at 
rest  by  the  decisions  of  nearly  or  quite  all  the  courts.  At 
any  rate,  it  is  the  law  of  this  court. 

The  witness  under  examination  had  produced  his  book 
Vol.  XXIV.  15 
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of  account ;  had  testified  that  it  contained  charges  for  cooper- 
age on  the  first  shipment  of  cigars  referred  to  in  the  plead- 
ings, and  which  he  testified  had  been  paid.  He  then  pointed 
out  to  the  examining  counsel  the  charges  in  the  book,  and  was 
asked  to  state  the  items  as  set  forth  in  the  book,  to  which 
he  had  pointed.  The  objection  was  not  to  the  form  of  the 
question,  but  that  the  witness  "  could  not  be  examined  so 
as  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  incorporate  into  the  deposition 
either  copies  or  the  substance  of  papers  produced."  The 
objection  did  not  go  to  the  extent  contended  on  the  argument, 
that  the  witness  could  not  be  required  to  read  the  items 
out  of  the  book,  but  rather,  that  it  would  be  improper  to 
compel  the  witness  to  do  more,  to  enable  the  examining 
party  to  incorporate  the  items  into  the  deposition.  I  have 
no  doubt  the  question,  in  the  form  in  which  it  was  put,  was 
understood  by  the  witness  as  calling  for  the  reading,  by 
him,  out  of  the  book,  of  the  items  or  charges  to  which  he 
had  pointed.  The  book  produced  by  the  witness,  it  would 
seem,  remained  in  his  hands.  He  was  testifying  from  it, 
and  it  became  important,  as  claimed,  that  the  precise  wordg 
diXid  figures  of  the  charges  should  be  stated.  To  preserve 
them  as  evidence,  they  must  be  written  into  the  deposition, 
which  was  subsequently  to  be  signed  by  the  witness  and  certi- 
fied by  the  judge.  Now,  who  was  to  state  them  ?  It  was  said 
the  counsel  might,  or  the  judge,  or  the  clerk ;  but  I  appre- 
hend that  in  strictness  neither  could,  under  objection. 
That,  however,  is  not  the  question.  May  it  be  made  the 
duty  of  the  vntness  to  read  the  charges  or  state  the  con- 
tents of  the  book  ?  or  has  he  discharged  all  the  duty  that 
can  be  required  of  him,  when  he  has  produced  the  book, 
and  said,  this  is  my  book  of  accounts  ?  It  is  not  doubted, 
he  is  obliged  to  go  further,  and  to  state  whether  it  con- 
tains a  particular  account;  in  whose  handwriting  it  is ;  on 
what  page  it  commences,  where  it  ends ;  to  what  part  of 
the  subject  of  the  action  it  relates,  and  other  similar  ques- 
tions to  test  its  pertinency.    But  it  is  said,  you  cannot  ask 
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bim  to  read  from  it.  Why  not  ?  If  not  he,  whom  can 
you  ask  ?  Not,  who  may  volunteer  or  offer  to  read  it,  but 
who  can  be  required  to  read  it  ?  for  read  it  must  be,  if 
it  is  tp  go  into  the  deposition.  How,  then,  are  you  to 
get  the  evidence,  if  the  witness  refuses,  and  cannot  be 
compelled,  and  no  other  person,  under  objection,  may 
read  it  ? 

It  is  conceded  that  if  the  book  is  kept  in  cypher,  or  in 
a  foreign  language,  an  expert  or  translator  may  be  called 
to  read  it,  and  may  be  compelled  to  read  it,. if  he  is  able 
to  do  so.  May  not  the  witness  who  produces  it,  equally 
be  compelled  to  read  it  ?  May  he  not  be  treated  as  an 
expert,  or  does  the  absence  of  a  necessity  for  an  expert 
qualify  or  alter  the  rule  ?  I  apprehend  not.  The  prac- 
tice of  counsel  to  read  books  and  papers  produced  on  the 
trial,  does  not  aid  or  relieve  the  question.  Counsel  may 
refuse,  and  there  is  no  power  to  compel  them.  The  evi- 
dence is  proper  and  important,  and  there  must  be  some 
source  from  which  it  can  be  obtained,  ex  necessitate  rei; 
ihe  witness  must  furnish  it.  The  book  doubtless  is  the 
best  evidence,  and  if  produced  on  the  trial  and  proved, 
could  be  read  from  to  the  jury  by  either  party ;  but  here 
the  examination  is  before  trial.  The  book  could  not  be 
attached  as  an  exhibit  of  the  deposition,  and  afterwards 
brought  into  court,  from  the  files,  and  read  to  the  jury, 
and  then  returned  to  the  files  there  to  remain.  A  party 
or  a  witness  is  not  to  be  deprived  of  his  property.  He 
is  entitled  to  retain  its  custody.  No  ;  it  must  be  ex- 
tracted from,  and  the  extract  must  be  put  into  the  depo- 
sition, and  the  book  returned  to  the  witness  and  retained 
by  him.  Should  the  counsel,  or  the  judge,  or  the  clerk 
read,  it  would  be  testimony^  and  testimony  can  only  be 
given  by  a  witness. 

We  are  looking  at  an  abstract  question ;  not  seeking  if 
there  be  some  other  way  in  which  the  thing  might  be  done  ; 
but  endeavoring  to  determine  whether  a  witness,  without 
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regard  to  other  modes,  ought  to  give  the  reading.  We 
think  he  ought.  He  has  not  discharged  his  whole  duty, 
until  he  has  furnished  the  matter  contained  in  his  books 
of  account,  in  such  a  form  that  it  may  be  put  and  prei- 
served  in  his  deposition. 

The  question  is  new.  It  probably  has  never  arisen 
before,  and  may  never  arise  again.  There  is,  therefore^ 
no  case  like  it  to  be  found  in  the  books ;  but  as,  necu- 
iitas  non  kahet  legem,  so  we  may  say  necessity  makes  law. 

The  judge,  having  decided  the  question  was  proper, 
ought  to  have  committed  the  witness  for  refusing  to 
answer. 

The  order  appealed  from  must  be  reversed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Patterson  Keil,  resp't  agt.  William  Rice,  appePt. 

Whtfn  th«  rerdiet  of  »  July  ii  Mi  tiide  and  »  Dew  trftl  gruitad  on  fapnoiU  qftho 
eoff^f  qfth$  former  trial,  the  item  of  ton  doUan,  for  prooeedingi  9uh»$q90iU  to 
notice  omd  b^ore  trial,  is  allowable  nnder  the  order. 

J^Tovember  General  Term,  Eighth  District 
Marvik,  p.  J. ;  Davis,  Grover  and  Hoyt,  Justices. 
Appeal  from  order  of  special  term  denying  motion  £61: 
readjustment  of  costs. 

W.  Woodbury,  for  appellant. 
C.  C.  Torrance,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Davis,  Justice.  The  verdict  of  the  jury 
in  this  case  was  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted,  on 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  former  trial.  The  question 
now  presented  is,  whether  the  item  of  $10,  for  proceed- 
ings subsequent  to  notice  and  before  trial,  is  allowable. 
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ntder  this  order.  I  have  examined  all  the  cases  bearing 
oti  this  qttestion,  and  find  that  in  every  case  where  the 
precise  point  has  been  involved,  this  item  has  been 
allowed. 

In  Mitchell  agt.  Westertjoeli,  (6  Houf.  Pr.  A.,  265,)  the 
verdict  was  set  aside  "  on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the 
circuit.''  It  was  held  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  this 
chargd.  It  "  was  intended,"  says  the  conrt,  "  as  compen- 
sation of  a  notice  of  trial,  issuing  subpcenas,  Ac,  prepar- 
atory  to  trial."  This  decision  was  affirmed  on  appeal,  by 
the  general  term  of  the  fourth  district,  Willard,  HAKn, 
GAnv  and  Allen,  JJ.,  l)eing  present.    (6  How.,  311,  note.) 

In'  Dewey  agt.  Stewart,  (6  How.,  465,)  the  plaintiff  was 
allowed  to  withdraw  a  juror  and  move  to  amend  his  com- 
plaint, on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  term.  Sanford,  J.,, 
with  the  concurrence  of  all  the  justices  of  the  superior 
court,  held  that  the  charge  for  proceedings  subsequent 
to  notice  of  trial,  and  before  trial,  was  taxable.  •*  The 
fee,"  said  he,  ''is  provided  as  a  compensation  for  the 
attorney's  services  intermediate  the  notice  of  trial  and 
the  triiail,  such  as  the  subpoenas  and  tickets,  their  service, 
aiid  procuring  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  as  well  as  brief 
for  counsel." 

In  Buckingham  agt.  Miner,  (18  How.,  287,)  the  defend- 
aht  was  let  in  to  defend,  after  judgment,  on  condition  that 
he  pay  '*  all  the  costs  of  the  hearing  before  the  referee, 
and  of  the  proceedings  subsequent  thereto."  The  court 
ruled  that  the  item  now  under  consideration  should  be 
allowed  to  plaintiff  as  part  of  the  costb  to  be  paid  by  the 
defendant. 

Tlies^  appear  to  be  all  the  cases  where  the  point,  pre- 
sented by  the  facts  of  this  case,  seems  to  have  been  di- 
rectly adjudicated. 

It  has  also  been  held  in  many  cases!  that  this  item  is 
taxable  after  judgment  overruling  a  demurrer,  where  the 
d^tnurrant  is  allowed  to  answer  on  payment  of  coi^ts. 
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(Collomh  agt.  Caldwdly  5  How.j  336 ;  Hendricks  agt.  Bout^ 
2  Ahh.,  360;  Van  Valkenburg  agt.  Fan  Schaick^  8  ifoti?., 
211.) 

There  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which  this  item  is  not 
allowed.  On  postponing  a  cause  at  circuit,  (JVbxon  agt. 
Bentley^  6  ifoto.,  418  ;  Jackson  agt.  McBumy,  6  tA,  408 ;) 
where  the  cause  is  necessarily  noticed  for  trial  more  than 
once,  {Perry  agt.  Livingston^  6  How,^  404  ;)  and  in  Jackett 
agt.  Juddy  (18  How.y  385,)  it  was  held  that  the  item  was 
taxable  but  once,  when  a  judgment  had  been  reversed  on 
appeal  and  a  new  trial  granted  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event.  In  that  case  the  learned  justice  relied  6n  Perry 
agt.  Livingston,  (6  How.^  404,)  and  Jackson  agt.  McBumy^ 
{id. J  408,)  both  of  which  were  cases  where  the  item  was 
claimed  for  each  time  the  cause  had  been  noticed,  though 
there  had  been  but  one  trial. 

The  present  case  is  distinguishable  from  Jackett  agt. 
Juddf  in  the  fact  that  here  the  motion  for  new  trial  was 
addressed  to  the  favor  of  the  court,  and  the  costs  wero 
imposed  as  a  condition  of  granting  it.  In  such  a  case, 
the  party  obtaining  the  favor  should  be  required  to  com- 
pensate the  other  party  for  such  services  attending  the 
,  trial,  and  necessarily  connected  therewith,  as  must  be 
repeated  upon  a  new  trial.  The  issuing  and  service  of 
subpoenas,  noticing  and  placing  the  cause  on  the  calendar, 
and  procuring  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  are  all  to  be 
repeated ;  and  there  is  no  good  reason  for  saying  that 
the  party  who  asks  this  to  be  done  as  matter  of  favor,  and 
not  of  strict  right,  should  not  be  held  to  pay  for  the  per- 
formance of  those  services  of  which  he  asks  the  repetition. 

As  before  observed,  the  authorities  on  this  point  are 
uniformly  in  favor  of  allowing  the  disputed  item  in  cases 
analogous  to  this  ;  and  it  may  also  be  remarked,  that  one 
of  the  justices,  (Allek,  J.,)  who  held  that  the  charge  was 
not  proper  when  the  cause  had  been  noticed  and  put  on 
the  calendar,  without  trial,  more  than  once,  concurred  in 
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the  general  term  decision  that  it  was  allowable  where  a 
new  trial  had  been  granted  on  payment  of  the  costs  of 
the  former  trial. 

The  order  appealed  from  reversed,  and  order  entered 
directing  the  allowance  of  the  disputed  item. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Livingston  agt.  Paintek  &  Botes. 

la  TMpeei  to  cmy  agr&em9nt,  ih«  non-fnlflllmeiit  of  whioh  will  not  ftdinli  of  f  Mil- 
niary  eamp§n9ation,  the  oonri  will  afford  rolief  by  a  $p$eiyu  perfmm^^ee;  al- 
though it  \b  ohieflj  with  regard  to  real  property  that  the  rabititatioii  of  daaagea 
bj  way  of  redress  i<  generally  insnffiotent. 

Where  the  plaintiff^  as  owner  of  a  first  mortgage  upon  leasehold  property,  daimad 
that  the  defendant,  who  was  owner  of  a  seoond  mortgage  on  the  same  property, 
had  riolated  an  agreement  with  him  in  bidding  off  the  property  at  the  sale  thereof 
on  the  seoond  mortgage,  in  the  name  of  another  person,  who  refused  to  pay 
certain  expenses  upon  the  property  and  a  speeifled  payment  on  the  first  mortgage> 
in  pursuance  of  the  agreement  to  waive  the  foreelosare  of  the  first  mortgage, 

MM,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  any  injury  it  was  in  oonsequenoe  of  the  May 
in  not  proeecnting  a  foreoloeure  of  the  first  mortgage.  The  damages  eaused  by 
the  delay  were  eapable  of  being  measured  and  ascertained  by  a  jury  {  that  if  th« 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  any  redress  under  the  agreement,  it  was  by  an  uetUmfor 

Jfew  York  Special  Term,  December,  1862. 
This  cause  came  on  for  trial  on  the  13th  day  of  Noyem- 
ber,  1862,  before  Mr.  Justice  Clebke. 

Lewis  L.  Delafield,  of  counsel  for  plaintiff. 
Hakrikgton  &  Gbieff,  of  counsel  for  defendants. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  moved  on  the  plaintiff's 
opening  and  the  pleadings  to  dismiss  the  complaint. 

Mr.  Delafield,  in  opposition,  cited  Buxton  agt.  Lister, 
3  Mk.  fi.,  383 ;  Mderley  agt.  Dixon,  1  Sim.  ^  St.  jR.,  607  ; 
Phillips  agt.  Berger,  2  Barb.  J?.,  608 ;  Phillips  agt.  Berger, 
8  Barb.  R.,  527 ;  2  Parsons  on  Contracts,  511,  529;  2  Story 
JBg. /ttr.,  §^716,  718. 
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Clerk£,  Justice.  This  is  an  action  to  obtain  the  spe* 
cific  performance  of  an  agreement. 

The  plaintiff  alleges  an  agreement  between  the  assignor 
of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  Painter,  who  waB  the  owner 
of  a  second  mortgage  of  a  leasehold,  (No.  84  Leonard 
street,)  which  mortgage  was  made  by  one  Seabury  Law- 
rence to  one  John  Sniffen  and  others,  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  $12,340.  The^agreement  recites  that  Painter  had 
commenced  proceedings  to  foreclose  this  mortgage ;  that 
Hamilton,  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiff,  was  the  owner  of 
a  first  mortgage,  made  by  the  said  Lawrence,  on  the  same 
premises,  to  secure  the  payment  of  $12,000,  which  had 
become  due  at  the  option  of  Hamilton,  according  to  a 
provision  in  the  mortgage;  but  that  he  had  agreed  to 
waive  this  option,  and  that  Painter  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  one  dollar,  and  of  the  agreement  made  by  Hamil- 
ton, agreed :  1st,  to  pay  within  forty-five  days  the  semi- 
annual interest  in  arrear  on  the  said  first  mortgage,  and 
all  taxes  and  assessments  due  upon  the  premises ;  2d,  to 
prosecute  the  foreclosure  of  the  second  mortgage  to  the 
earliest  possible  conclusion ;  and  3d,  in  the  event  of  Pain- 
ter's buying  in  his  own  name,  or  otherwise,  at  the  sale 
under  the  said  foreclosure,  the  said  leasehold  interest, 
subject  to  the  first  mortgage,  he  should  reduce  the  same 
by  payment  on  account  of  the  sum  of  $3,000,  within  six 
months  from  date  of  the  agreement. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  Painter  prosecuted  the  fore- 
closure of  the  second  mortgage  to  judgment  of  foreclosure 
and  sale;  that  under  this  judgment  the  leasehold  was 
sold  at  public  auction ;  that  the  same  was  purchased  at 
the  sale  by  the  defendant  Boyes  fox  $2,000,  and  that  the 
fiheriff  executed  a  decree  thereof  to  Boyes,  subject  to  the 
first  mortgage. 

The  complaint  further  alleges  that  Painter  purchased 
the  leasehold  at  the  said  sale,  in  the  name  of  Boyes,  for 
the  purpose  of  evading  the  terms  (meaning  the  obliga- 
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tions)  of  said  agreement,  and  that  Painter  is  really  the 
owner  of  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  said  parchase. 

On  this  statement,  the  defendants  move  to  dismiss  the 
complaint,  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  present  a  case 
for  the  eqaitable  interposition  of  the  court* 

Although,  generally,  the  subject  in  respect  to  which  the 
court  will  give  the  specific  relief  sought  in  this  action  is 
realty,  or  things  relating  to  the  realty  of  a  permanent 
nature,  there  are  some  few  instances  aiFecting  personal 
property,  in  which,  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  thing, 
arising  either  from  an  artificial  value  attached  to  it  from 
its  locality  or  other  circumstances,  a  specific  performance 
of  the  agreement  would  be  the  only  adequate  remedy*  In 
other  words,  in  respect  to  any  agreement,  the  non-fulfill- 
ment of  which  will  not  admit  of  pecuniary  compensation, 
the  court  will  afford  this  relief;  although  it  is  chiefiy 
with  regard  to  real  property  that  the  substitution  of 
damages  by  way  of  redress  is  generally  insufficient.  To 
mention  instances  supposed  by  Lord  Chancellor  Hard- 
wicke,  in  Buxton  agt.  List^  4r  Cooper^  (3  Mk.y  382,)  a  man 
may  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a  great  quantity  of  tim- 
ber, as  a  ship  carpenter,  by  reason  of  the  vicinity  of  the 
timber,  and  this  on  the  part  of  the  buyer.  On  the  part 
of  the  seller,  suppose  a  man  wants  to  clear  his  land  in 
order  to  turn  it  to  a  particular  sort  of  husbandry,  there 
nothing  can  answer  the  justice  of  the  case  but  the  per^ 
formance  of  the  contract  in  specie.  In  the  case  of  Jokn^ 
Luke  of  Buckinghamshire  agt.  Ward^  a  bill  was  brought 
for  a  specific  performance  of  a  case  relating  to  alum 
works,  and  the  trade  thereof,  which  would  be  greatly 
damaged  if  the  covenant  should  not  be  performed  on  the 
part  of  Ward.  The  covenants  lay  there  in  damages^  and 
yet  the  court  considered,  if  they  did  not  make  such  a 
decree,  an  action  afterwards  would  not  answer  the  justice 
of  the  case,  and  therefore  decreed  a  specific  performance. 
Lord  Hardwicke  considered  the  case  before  him.  (Buspion 
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agt.  Lister  4r  Cooper,)  to  be  something  of  the  like  kind. 
Lister  &  Cooper  had  agreed  with  Bnzton  for  the  purchase 
of  several  large  parcels  of  wood,  (merely  the  timber,) 
standing  within  the  township  of  Elirby,  for  the  sum  of 
£3,050,  to  be  paid  at  six  several  payments,  every  Lady- 
day,  for  the  six  following  years,  Lister  &  Cooper  to  have 
eight  years  for  disposing  of  the  same ;  and  that  articles 
of  agreement  should  be  drawn  and  perfected  as  soon  as 
conveniently  could  be,  with  all  the  usual  covenants  therein 
to  be  inserted  concerning  the  same.  Had  not  the  merits 
of  the  case  been  against  the  plaintiff,  Lord  Hardwicke 
intimated  that  the  memorandum  appearing  not  to  be  a 
final  contract,  but  to  be  made  complete  by  subsequent 
articles — a  bill  to  compel  the  execution  of  the  subsequent 
articles  would  be  allowed.  -  The  case  of  Phillips  agt.  Btr- 
ger,  (2  Barb.y  608 ;  id.,  627,)  to  which  I  have  been  referred, 
was  placed  on  especially  the  ground  that,  if  the  action 
had  been  brought  by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff, 
an  award  of  damages  would  not  put  him  in  a  situation  as 
beneficial  as  if  the  agreements  were  specifically  performed. 
The  contract  relative  to  the  sale  or  compromise  of  a  judg- 
ment, which  Phillips  had  recovered  against  John  C.  and 
C.  B.  Morrison,  in  which  a  creditor's  bill  had  been  filed. 
During  the  pendency  of  that  suit,  Berger  entered  into  a 
contract  with  the  Phillips',  agreeing  to  compromise  the 
claim  for  $4,500.  The  court  considered  that  an  action 
at  law  would  not  afford  to  the  defendant  a  complete  and 
satisfactory  remedy  if  the  plaintiff  had  refused  to  assign 
or  released  the  judgment  according  to  his  contract.  They 
imagine  many  uses  to  which  the  defendant  might  have 
put  the  Judgment,  which  could  not  be  at  all,  except  by 
very  vague  conjectures,  measured  or  estimated;  and  if  on 
this  account  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  specific 
performance,  then  for  the  same  reasons  the  plaintiff  would 
be  entitled  to  the  same  remedy.  If  a  bill  will  lie  in  favor 
of  one  party  to  a  contract,  it  will,  according  to  the  opinion 
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in  that  case,  also  lie  in  favor  of  the  other.  The  gronnd, 
then,  of  the  interference  of  the  court  was,  that  the  de; 
fendant  might  have  applied  the  judgment  to  many  uses, 
which  could  not  be  measured  by  damages ;  and  that  in 
order  to  render  complete  justice,  if  the  defendant  was  in  the 
plaintiff's  place,  the  specific  assignment  of  the  judgment 
would  be  essential — that  is,  he  must  have  the  judgment 
to  control  in  such  a  way  as  his  interests  may  require. 
The  thing  itself  would  be  necessary  for  him.  In  the  case 
before  us,  the  ownership  or  control  of  no  specific  thing  is 
in  question.  The  plaintiff  does  not  ask  for  the  sale  or 
purchase  of  a  thing,  which  from  certain  circumstances,  or 
for  certain  purposes,  or  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  it, 
arising  from  an  artificial  value  attached  to  it  from  its 
locality  or  other  causes,  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  possess. 
He  seeks  for  nothing  but  money ;  instead  of  bringing  an 
action  at  common  law  for  pecuniary  compensation,  he 
seeks  our  equitable  interposition  for  the  same  purpose. 
The  difference  is  that  he  demands  a  specific  ampun't 
instead  of  damages,  which  a  jury  in  a  common  law  action 
may  award  him.  In  seeking  pecuniary  compensation,  he 
resorts  to  the  extraordinary  instead  of  the  ordinary  juris- 
diction of  the  court.  In  Phillips  agt.  Berger,  the  effect  of 
the  decree,  indeed,  was  to  compel  the  payment  of  a  spe- 
cific sum  of  money  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff;  but 
the  court  placed  the  decision,  as  we  have  seen,  on  the 
ground  that  if  the  defendant  had  brought  the  action,  the 
assignment  of  the  judgment  would  have  been  compelled  ; 
and  the  court  maintained,  as  the  obligation  was  recipro- 
cal, so  should  the  remedy  be.  Although  I  must  say  I 
have  some  misgivings  as  to  this  reciprocal  right  in  rela- 
tion to  an  action  like  this,  which  is  addressed  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court.  In  the  present  case,  although  if  the 
plaintiff  or  his  assignee  attempted  to  violate  this  agree- 
ment by  commencing  an  action  to  foreclose  the  mortgage, 
the  court  would  probably  enjoin  him  from  doing  so,  on 
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tender  deposit  of  the  $8,000.  Still  this  alone  is  not  snffi* 
c\ent  to  take  the  oase  oat  of  the  ordinary  conrse.  If  the 
plaintiff  has  sustained  any  injury,  it  is  in  conseqaenoe  of 
the  delay  in  not  prosecuting  a  foreclosure  of  the  first 
mortgage*  The  damages  caused  by  the  delay  are  capa- 
ble of  being  measured  and  ascertained  by  a  jury.  The 
fact  that  the  damages  may  be  so  trifling  as  not  to  warrant 
the  bringing  of  an  action  ta  recover  them,  00  far  from 
being  a  reason  for  the  extraordinary  interposition  of  a 
court  of  equity,  is  a  conclusive  reason  against  it.  The 
mortgage  is  as  effectual  as  ever ;  the  non-fulfillment  of  the 
agreement  has  not  in  any  respect  impaired  it,  or  inter- 
fered, except  by  delay,  with  the  remedy  under  it ;  and  it 
can,  at  any  timid,  be  foreclosed  at  the  option  of  the  plain- 
tiff. In  shoft,  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  any  redress 
under  this  agreement,  that  redress  is  by  an  action  for 
damages* 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  is  granted,  and 
the  oom|>laint  dismissed  with  costs; 


SUPREME  COURT. 

William  F.  McCa&tt,  appellant  agt.  Alfbed  Edwards, 
respondent. 

Aetioni  seeking  H^UabU  r^litft^  to  be  trUd  by  th$  eaitrt;  aiMirty  U  not  end- 
tied  M  AiMkUer  of  right  to  hare  thelmet  ef  feel  In  9ueh  oe^iont  tried  hjujwty* 

Aftor  the  time  to  settle  the  issues  in  a  oaose  asking  equUabU  rs/m>  and  for  % 
money  demand,  to  the  settlement  of  which  issnes  the  plaintiff  has  lost  his  right, 
on  the  trial  he  is  not  enttUed  to  haye  the  issnes  settled  Instantor,  or  to  cm^n^  his 
tomplaimi  instaater,  aaid  strike  ont  of  the  prayer  all  exeept  the  money  demand, 
and  to  proeeed  to  a  jury  trial  immediately,  thus  changing  essentially  the  nature 
of  the  notion  and  the  mode  of  trial,  apparently  for  the  sole  purpose  of  getting  the 
eaose  before  a  jury;  nor  to  ^  tk%  cause  ovtr  tk$  circuU  to  enable  him  to  wMf 
to  amend  the  oomplaint  and  settle  the  issues,  without  showing  a  suiBoient  reason 
therefor.  These  matters  are  addressed  to  the  dUer^tion  of  the  Judge  at  the  eir- 
Ottity  and  cauot  be  reviewed  at  general  term. 
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A  non-ropidenfe  p^rt$  may  b«  «uu|iined  on  commUiion  a«  a  wIIbmi  in  Ids  own 
behalf. 

It  if  not  a  Talid  objection  that  erMi'iiUerrogatorUt  in  a  eommUsion  offered-  In 
eridcnoo  are  nat  i^U  antwered^  wbero  it  appeals  tbat  lome  of  tlwa  In  wlM>le  or  in 
part  are  answered  by  re/srsncs  to  previous  answn,  tho  latter  beiqg  full  and 
explicit. 

Bareral  oiiti^^^oas  wore  taken  by  tlw  plaintilT  in  tUs  ease,  to  tbe  commitsioiis 
inirodaoed  by  the  defenduit  inOTidonce,  wbieh  are  speeiHeally  ezaained  and 
passed  upon  by  the  oonrt  in  their  opinion ;  bat  with  the  remarki  however,  that 
they  liad  seldom  seen  any  objeetions  to  testimony  less  specie  or  l€$$  aignifieant 
than  these  appeared  to  be,  as  pipeNnted  on  the  bill  of  exoeptiens{  and  were  in*- 
olined  to  think  that  all  of  them  mi|pht  with  great  propriety  havo  been  iumvM' 
rUy  eondemtiedfor  that  reason, 

Mbany  General  Tertu^  December,  1861. 

Gould,  Hocjeboosc  and  FixjkhaMi  Justices. 

This  waa  aa  action  in  equity,  tried  at  the  Albany  Sep- 
tember circuit,  1860,  before  his  honor  Justice  Qould*  The 
decision  was  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  upon  which  judg- 
ment was  entered  for  the  amount  of  his  costs  and  disburse 
ments*  From  this  judgment  the  plaintiff  appeals  to  the 
general  term. 

The  action  was  commenced  by  service  of  suu»mons  aiid 
complaint  on  the  27th  of  July,  1858.  The  plaintiff  was  an 
engineer,  engaged  in  running  a  locomotive  on  the  New 
York  Central  Railroad.  The  defendant  was  an  attorney- 
at-law,  residing  and  practicing  his  profession,  first  at  Clin- 
ton, and  afterwards  at  Davenport,  in  the  state  of  Iowa. 

The  summons  was  in  form  for  "  the  relief  demanded  in 
the  complaint,"  and  not  for  the  recovery  of  money.  Tho 
complaint  (fol.  4)  alleged  in  substance,  that  on  the  8th  of 
April,  1856,  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant  at 
Albany,  the  sum  of  $335t  which  the  defendant,  as  the  agent 
of  the  plaintiff)  was  to  take  west  with  him,  and  invest  the 
same,  for  and  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  in  government 
lands  in  the  state  of  Iowa,  for  which  service  he  paid  the 
defendant  $35  in  advance.  That  early  in  May  following, 
plaintiff  received  a  letter  from  the  defendant,  dated  Clin- 
ton, April  28,  advising  a  location  in  Minnesota,  instead  of 
Iowa,  as  at  first  contemplated,  and  that  he  would  bring  or 
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eend  by  mail,  to  plaintiflF,  the  certificate  of  location,  as  soon 
as  the  same  shonld  be  effected.  That  nnder  date  of  the 
27th  of  June,  1856,  he  received  from  defendant  a  second 
letter,  to  the  effect  that  an  advantageous  location  of  land 
for  plaintiff  had  been  selected,  and  that  by  calling  at  the 
office  of  Mr.  Meads  in  Albany,  in  the  course  of  a  few  days, 
he  would  receive  a  certificate  of  location.  That,  notwith- 
standing'such  assurances  and  the  original  undertakings  of 
the  defendant,  the  defendant  had  theretofore  neglected  and 
refused,  and  still  neglected  and  refused  to  deliver  to  plain- 
tiff the  said  certificate  of  purchase  and  location,  or  any 
evidence  of  his  having  invested  plaintiff's  money  for  his 
benefit  or  on  his  account  in  Iowa,  Minnesota  or  elsewhere, 
or  refund  the  money. 

The  complaint  then  concluded  with  a  demand  for  judg- 
ment. That  the  defendant  be  compelled  to  surrender  and 
deliver  to  the  plaintiff,  said  alleged  certificate  of  location 
or  title  to  the  land  alleged  to  have  been  purchased  for  the 
plaintiff,  or  in  case  defendant  had  not  made  such  invest- 
ment or  purchase,  then  that  the  plaintiff  have  judgment  for 
the  $335,  with  interest  from  the  8th  of  April,  1856,  with 
costs. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  denies  the  material  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint,  and  sets  forth  the  facts  as  they  were 
claimed  by  the  defendant  to  exist,  and  which  constituted 
his  defence. 

On  the  trial  before  Judge  Gould,  various  rulings  were 
made  by  him  in  regard  to  the  mode  of  proceeding,  and  the 
admission  and  rejection  of  evidence,  which  were  duly  ex- 
cepted to,  and  which  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court.  A  large  mass  of  testimony,  mostly  on  com- 
mission, was  introduced,  which  need  not  be  given  in  detail, 
after  which  the  judge  made  the  following  findings  of  fact 
and  law : 

That  on  the  8th  day  of  April,  1856,  at  the  city  of  Albany, 
the  plaintiff  paid  to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  three  hun- 
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dred  and  thirty-five  dollars,  and  that  the  defendant  at  the 
same  time  executed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  an  inatrn- 
ment  in  writing,  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  and 
being  the  contract  then  entered  into  between  the  defend- 
ant and  the  plaintiff,  to  wit : 

"  Received,  Albany,  April  8th,  1856,  from  Wm.  F.  Mc- 
Carty,  three  hundred  and  thirty-five  dollars,  to  be  given  to 
agents  in  Iowa,  and  to  be  invested  under  my  direction  in 
government  lands.         (Signed)  Alfred  Edwards." 

That  in  pursuance  of  such  contract  defendant,  with  no 
unnecessary  delay,  did  deposit  in  the  hands  of  George  L« 
Nichols  k  Co.,  on  the  17  th  day  of  May,  1856,  and  in  cur- 
rent funds,  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars,  with  instruc- 
tions to  invest  the  said  sum  in  the  purchase  of  government 
lands,  in  the  name  of  and  for  the  benefit  of  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  said  Geor^  L.  Nichols  k  Co.  were  then  residing 
and  doing  business  as  general  land  agents  at  Davenport,  in 
the  state  of  Iowa,  and  were  then  proper  and  responsible 
agents  for  that  purpose. 

That  the  plaintiff  was  duly  informed  by  defendant  of 
what  had  been  done  by  the  defendant  in  the  premises,  and 
assented  thereto  by  making  no  objection. 

That  the  money  thus  deposited  by  defendant  with  said 
agents  has  neither  been  invested  by  them,  as  directed,  nor 
has  any  part  thereof  been  prepaid  by  said  agents  either  to 
defendant  or  plaintiff. 

That  said  agents,  George  L.  Nichols  k  Co.,  have  become 
and  are  insolvent ;  that  defendant  has  used  all  due  dili- 
gence to  have  such  investment  made  by  said  agents,  or  to 
obtain  a  return  of  said  money  to  plaintiff,  but  without 
effect;  that  defendant  has  substantially,  and  in  all  res- 
pects, complied  with  his  said  agreement  of  April  8th,  1856, 
and  that  there  has  been  no  default  by  defendant  in  respect 
thereto. 

That  the  sum  of  $35,  retained  by  the  defendant,  of  said 
$335  received  by  defendant  of  plaintiff,  has  been  expended 
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hj  defendant  in  and  about  his  agency  under  said  agree- 
ment, and  is  a  reasonable  sum  to  be  allowed  to  and  retained 
by  defendant,  for  his  expenses  and  services  in  said  matter. 

The  said  judge  further  found,  as  conclusions  of  law,  that 
defendant  has  fully  performed  on  his  part,  said  contract  of 
April  8tfa,  1856 ;  that  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  relief 
demanded  in  his  complaint  in  this  action ;  that  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  have  or  recover  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant for  any  sum,  by  reason  of  the  matter  in  said  com- 
plaint alleged,  and  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have 
judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  his  costs  and  disburse- 
ments in  said  action. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  duly  excepted  to  the  findings  of 
fact  and  conclusions  of  law  of  the  said  judge ;  and  there- 
upon, by  direction  of  the  jndge,  judgment  was,  on  the  9th 
day  of  October,  1860,  rendered  for  thq  defendant  for  his 
costS)  ($106.68.)  The  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  general 
term. 

HianiT  Smith,  for  plaintiffs  appellant. 

Clark  B.  Cochrane,  for  defendant^  respondent 

By  the  court,  Hogeboom,  Justice.  The  plaintiff  made 
several  propositions  and  objections  on  the  trial  of  the  cause, 
which  were  overruled.  It  will  be  convenient  to  consider 
them  in  their  order  : 

1.  Plaintiff  asked  that  the  issues  of  fact  be  tried  by  a 
jury.  He  was  not  entitled  to  this  as  a  matter  of  right, 
{Code,  §§253,  254.)  It  was,  therefore,  a  matter  of  discre- 
tion, and  not  reviewable.  The  discretion  has  not  been 
abated.  The  action  seeks  equitable  relief,  and  such  are  to 
be  tried  by  the  court.  {Cheesebrough  agt.  Houck,  6  Duer, 
125;  Wilson  agt.  Forsyth,  16  How.,  448;  Moffatt  agt  Van 
Doren,  4  Bosw.,  610.) 

2.  The  further  applications  then  made  by  the  plaintiff — 
to  settle  issues  instanter,  after  the  time  to  settle  issues  had 
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elapsed,  and  the  plaintiff  had  lost  his  right  thereto ;  to  amend 
the  complaint  instanter^  and  strike  out  of  the  prayer  all  ex* 
cept  the  demand  to  recover  $335  and  interest^  and  proceed  to 
a  jury  trial  immediately — thus  changing  essentially  the 
nature  of  the  action  and  the  mode  of  trial,  and  apparently 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  getting  the  cause  before  a  jury ; — to 
put  the  cause  over  the  circuit  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  move 
to  amend  the  complaint  or  settle  issues,  without  any  suffi- 
cient reason  being  given  therefor,  without  any  allegation 
or  proof  of  surprise  or  want  of  preparation  for  the  trial, 
were  all,  I  think,  properly  overruled  by  the  judge  at  the 
circuit,  and  were  addressed  to  a  discretion  with  which  we 
capnot  interfere. 

3.  The  plaintiff  also  made  several  objections  to  the  de- 
fendant's evidence,  the  most  important  of  which  I  will 
notice :  « 

1.  ^'  Plaintiff  objected  to  the  reading  of  letters  addressed 
by  defendant's  agents  to  him."  The  objection  amounts  to 
nothing.  It  does  not  specify  what  letters,  or  what  agents, 
or  why  the  letters  would  be  improper.  If  the  objection 
refers  to  the  letters  of  Nichols  &  Go.  to  defendant,  it  might 
be  argued  with  some  force  that  they  were  plaintiff  ^s  agents. 
If  otherwise,  their  letters  might,  in  a  certain  aspect  of  the 
case,  be  proper,  as  showing  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  the  course  he  took  in  investing  the  plaintiff's 
money,  and  reasons  for  delay  in  not  prosecuting  them  for 
the  money. 

2.  Plaintiff  objected  to  the  reading  of  defendant's  testi- 
mony taken  under  commission:  1.  ** Because  there  is  no 
authority  to  examine  a  party  by  commission,  granted  Feb. 
18,  1859 ;"  we  have  held  the  reverse  in  Bigelow  agt.  Jkfo/- 
lory,  (17  How.,  427.)  2.  "Because  the  cross  interrogato- 
ries are  not  all  answered."  On  inspecting  them,  we  find 
they  are  all  answered — ^some  of  them,  it  is  true,  in  whole  or 
in  part  by  reference  to  previous  answers.  This  I  am  inclined 
to  think  not  objectionable  if  the  previous  answers  are  full 
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and  explicit,  precise  and  definite,  and  the  reference  to  them 
exact  and  specific.  But  whether  so  or  not,  no  such  objec- 
tion was  taken,  nor  wonld  the  court  imagine  that  such  a 
point  was  intended  by  the  language  in  which  the  objection 
was  couched.  We  cannot  give  efiect  to  such  a  strained 
construction  of  language.  (  Valtan  agt.  Jfatumal  Fund  Life 
Insurance  Co.,  20  JV.  7.,  34.) 

5.  Plaintiff  objected  to  the  answer  to  the  4th  interroga^ 
tory  *'  as  a  conclusion  of  the  witness.'' 

On  examining  the  answer,  we  find  that  it  contains  more 
than  a  page  of  printed  matter,  and  a  large  number  of  spe- 
cific facts  which  cannot,  in  any  sense,  be  regarded  as  mere 
opinions  or  conclusions  of  the  witness.  The  objection  is, 
of  course,  wholly  unavailable.  It  embraces  matter  wholly 
unobjectionable,  and  its  generality  and  indefiniteness  would 
be  good  cause  for  overruling  it. 

4.  Plaintiff  objected  to  the  answer  to  the  8th  interroga* 
tory  because  it  is  hearsay  and  secondary,  proving  his  decla- 
ration in  his  own  favor. 

A  portion  of  this  answer,  which  goes  to  show  the  efforts 
made  by  defendant  to  invest  the  plaintiff's  money,  and 
thus  to  resist  the  imputation  of  bad  faith,  delay  and  negli- 
gence on  his  part  as  the  plaintiff's  agent,  was  certainly 
pertinent  and  proper.  Some  of  the  letters  referred  to  in 
this  answer  were  lost  and  unable  to  be  found  after  diligent 
search,  and  therefore  not  necessary  to  be  produced.  The 
objection,  therefore,  that  it  was  secondary,  would  be 
unavailable  to  that  part,  and  hence  unavailable  as  to  the 
whole,  because  embracing  unobjectionable  matter — ^una« 
vailable  also  for  the  same  reason^  because  a  portion  of  the 
parol  testimony  was  proper. 

6.  Plaintiff  ^*  objected  to  that  portion  of  the  answer  to 
the  9th  interrogatory,  which  states  what  defendant  said  in 
conversation  with  Nichols,  and  what  he  wrote  to  Nichols, 
because  his  reason  for  writing  the  letter  is  not  a  fact,  and 
the  letter  itself  is  not  produced." 
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The  answer  to  the  9th  interrogatory  embraces  about  two 
pages  of  printed  matter^  and  after  perusing  it,  I  do  not  dis- 
cover that  it  states  any  thing  of  '*  what  defendant  said  in 
conversation  with  Nichols,"  nor  any  thing  '*  that  he  wrote 
to  Nichols."  The  objection,  therefore,  seems  to  be  without 
any  point,  if  indeed  we  were  authorissed  to  give  any  consid- 
eration to  an  objection  so  general  and  indefinite  as  applied 
to  an  answer  two  pages  in  length.  Some  letters  are  men- 
tioned in  that  answer ;  some  written  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff,  which  are  produced ;  some  written  by  Nichols 
&  Co.  to  the  defendant,  one  of  which  was  produced  ;  ano- 
ther not  produced,  the  contents  of  which  the  witness  did 
not  disclpse  beyond  alluding  to  a  fact  stated  in  it,  that 
they  would  be  able  to  enter  plaintiff's  land  in  a  few  days, 
which  was  a  fact  defendant  would  have  a  right  to  state 
on  information,  as  a  probable  motive  for  the  contents  of  his 
letter  to  the  plaintiff,  written  shortly  afterwards. 

An  objection  is  also  taken  to  this  answer,  because  it 
states  that  Nichols  became  embarrassed  by  the  erection  of 
a  large  block  of  buildings.  I  think  this  was  not  wholly 
irrelevant,  inasmuch  as  it  tended  to  show  why  defendant 
had  not  invested  the  plaintiff's  money,  and  why,  if  not 
invested,  he  had  not  been  able  to  get  it  back  from  Nichols ; 
and  why  he  wrote  to  plaintiff,  requesting  liberty  to  sue 
Nichols  and  attach  his  property. 

6.  Plaintiff ''  objected  to  part  of  the  14th  interrogatory." 
This  interrogatory  is  the  general  and  usual  one  attached 
to  interrogatories  sent  by  commission.  The  objection  is 
pointless,  if  not,  in  the  manner  it  is  made,  ridiculous. 

7.  Plaintiff  objected  to  the  evidence  of  the  other  wit^ 
nesses  taken  on  commission,  that  the  interrogatories  are  not 
all  answered.  This  is  incorrect  in  point  of  fact,  and  has 
been  already  fully  considered. 

8.  Plaintiff  further  objected  *'  to  the  8th,  9th  and  11th 
interrogatories  as  immaterial,  and  the  answers  to  the  same." 
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The  8th  interrogatory  related  to  letters  written  by  de- 
fendant to  plaintiff  relative  to  the  embarrassment  and 
insolvency  of  Nichols  &  Co.,  and  to  the  fact  of  ownership 
of  any  property  by  Nichols  &  Co.,  out  of  which  plaintiff's 
debt  could  be  made,  and  cannot  be  said  to  be  wholly  imma- 
terial, as  they  tended  to  explain  and  justify  the  defendant's 
conduct,  and  repel  the  imputation  of  bad  faith,  negligence 
and  delay,  contained  in  the  plaintiff's  letters  to  the  defend- 
ant The  answers  to  this  interrogatory  are  pertinent  for 
the  same  reason. 

The  9th  interrogatory  inquired  as  to  any  offer  made  by 
Nichols  to  convey  to  plaintiff  240  acres  of  government  land 
in  Minnesota.  This  was  also  proper  or  admissible,  as  ex- 
planatory of  defendant's  conduct,  to  whom  Nichols  made 
the  offer,  and  who  communicated  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and  as 
tending  to  show  diligence  and  activity  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  in  securing  plaintiff  against  loss.  The  answers 
thereto  are  also  proper  for  the  same  reason. 

The  11th  interrogatory  was  the  usual  general  one,  re- 
questing ihe  witness  to  state  any  other  matter  within  his 
knowledge,  beneficial  to  the  defendant,  and  embraced 
within  the  issues  in  the  action.  Neither  this  nor  any  per- 
tinent answers  to  it,  (and  so  far  as  given  they  seem  to  be 
pertinent,)  can  with  any  propriety  be  said  to  be  immateriaL 

I  have  seldom  seen  any  objections  to  testimony  less  spe- 
cific or  less  significant  than  these  appear  to  be,  as  pre- 
sented on  the  bill  of  exceptions ;  and  I  am  inclined  to  think 
that  all  of  them  might  with  great  propriety  have  been  sum- 
marily  condemned  for  that  reason.  But  on  analyzing  the 
testimony,  with  a  view  to  see  if  the  plaintiff  would  suffer 
from  such  a  disposition  of  his  objections,  I  am  unable  to 
discover,  so  far  as  our  attention  has  been  drawn  to  it,  that 
the  judge  excluded  any  testimony  which  was  material  to  the 
case,  or  admitted  any  erroneously,  which  tended  to  preju- 
dice the  plaintiff's  case. 
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The  weight  of  testimony  on  the  uaeritH  is  with  the  de- 
fendant, and  appears  to  have  abundantly  justified  the  con- 
clnsions  at  which  the  judge  arrived. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  plaintiff  entertained  an  erroneous 
impression  of  the  natnre  and  legal  effect  of  the  eontraet 
between  the  parties. 

The  receipt  of  April  8,  1856,  given  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff,  was  in  the  natnre  of  a  contract  between  the 
parties,  and  was  obligatory  upon  them.  {Creery  agt.  Holly^ 
14  Wend.,  26 ;  Eggleston  agt.  Knickerbocker,  6  Barb.,  458 ; 
Woffe  agt.  Myers,  S  Sandf.,  7  ;  J^iles  agt.  Culver,  8  Barb.y 
205.)  It  expressed  the  terms  on  which  the  defendant  re- 
ceived the  money,  to  wit :  to  be  given  to  agents  in  Iowa, 
and  to  be  invested  in  government  lands  under  defendant's 
direction.  This  negatived  the  idea  that  he  was  to  make 
the  investment  in  person,  or  to  be  responsible  for  a  neglect 
to  do  so  on  the  part  of  others,  provided  he,  as  the  agent  of 
the  plaintiff,  exercised  proper  care  and  diligence  in  the 
selection  of  agents  and  in  directing  the  investment.  I  am 
unable  to  see  that  he  was  guilty  of  laches  or  misconduct  in 
this  respect.  It  would  seem  that  the  agents  intended  by 
the  parties,  were  mentioned  at  the  time  this  writing  was 
entered  into,  and  they,  or  one  of  them,  did  reside  in  Iowa, 
although  they  did  business  also  in  Minnesota.  These  were 
the  persons  into  whose  hands  the  plaintiff's  funde  were 
promptly  placed  by  the  defendant. 

It  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  the  contract  required  the 
investment  to  be  made  in  Iowa  lands.  Such  ie  not  the  con* 
struction  to  be  given  to  it ;  and  if  it  was  the  place  of  loca- 
tion, it  was  changed  from  Iowa  to  Minnesota,  by  the  eon- 
sent  of  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  matter  of  regret  that  the  plaintiff's  funds  have  been 
lost,  but  it  appears  to  have  been  without  the  defendant's 
fault. 

I  think  the  findings  of  the  court  below  were  justified  by 
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the  evidence ;  and  if  it  were  a  case  of  doubtful  testimonj, 
effect  mnst  be  given  to  the  principle  which  forbids  a  re- 
versal after  a  fair  trial  before  a  competent  tribunal  hearing 
the  testimony,  and  more  able  than  any  other  to  estimate 
its  due  weight  and  credibility. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  should  be  affirmed, 
with  oosts. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
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to  pfoteeaU  %  dalm  in  ihif  oonrt  for  whioh  %  Judgmeni  hat  been  ftlreftdj  obtalntd 
for  his  benefit  and  on  his  behalf  by  the  reoeivery  in  another  court, 

J^ew  York  Special  Term,  JV'avember,  1862. 

Dehurb,er  to  defendant's  answer. 

Glerke,  Justice.  The  second  defence  (to  which  the 
plaintiff  demurs)  sets  forth,  among  other  things,  that  the 
receiver,  who  recovered  the  judgment  in  the  superior  court, 
was  appointed  at  the  instance  and  request  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  the  action  in  which  that  judgment  was  recovered 
was  commenced  and  prosecuted  for  his  benefit  and  on  his 
behalf,  at  his  cost  and  expense,  and  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining satisfaction  and  payment  of  the  debt  and  demand 
in  the  complaint  in  this  action  alleged  and  claimed. 

It  is  contended  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  that  as  the 
plaintiff  could  not  control  the  proceedings  in  the  action  in 
the  superior  court,  he  could  not  be  bound  by  them,  and 
that  consequently  a  recovery  in  that  action  is  no  bar  to 
this.     This,  however,  is  not  the  test. 

If  a  person  transfers  his  right  of  action  to  another,  or 
if  he  authorizes  another  to  sue  for  his  benefit  and  on  his 
behalf,  or  if  he  takes  such  proceedings  in  a  court  of  justice, 
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by  which  any  o£Scer  of  the  law  is  authorized  to  sue  for  his 
benefit  and  on  his  behalf,  he  should  be  concluded  by  any 
legal  action  prosecuted  in  pursuance  of  those  proceeding's. 
In  short,  one  is  the  privy  of  the  other.  The  sense  which 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  gives  to  the  term  '*  privy,"  is 
too  limited.  The  books  mention  five  kinds  of  privies ; — 
privies  of  blood,  such  as  the  heir  to  the  ancestor ;  privies 
in  representation,  as  executors  or  administrators  to  the 
deceased ;  privies  in  estate  between  donor  and  donee,  lessor 
and  lessee ;  privies  in  respect  of  contract ;  and  privies  on 
account  of  estate  and  contract  together.  In  this  case,  the 
receiver  may  be  called  the  privy  of  the  plaintiff  by  repre- 
sentation* He  represents  the  interests  of  the  plaintiff's 
estate,  as  far  as  the  claim  involved  is  concerned,  as  much 
as  an  executor  or  administrator  represents  the  interests  of 
a  deceased  person's  estate.  The  authority  to  rettlize  these 
interests  is  transferred  from  the  original  possessor  to  the 
person  representing  him,  as  effectually  in  the  one  case 
as  the  other;  and  to  allow  one  at  whose  solicitation  a 
receiver  is  appointed,  to  prosecute  a  claim  for  which  a 
judgment  has  been  already  obtained  for  his  benefit  and  on 
his  behalf,  by  the  receiver,  would  be  multiplying  unneces- 
sary litigation,  and  encouraging  what  the  law  has  always 
discountenanced. 
The  demurrer  is  overruled,  with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
In  the  matter  of  Georoe  B.  Webb. 

The  enliitmeni  of  %  r$cruU,  wuUr  §igkt$»n  yMr$  qfas§,  in  the  napul  ftrviee  of 
the  UniUd  Stotei,  nithoat  the  woaent  of  hit  perenta  or  guardian,  ia  not  binding 
or  obligatory,  althongh  he  took  en  oath,  when  he  enliated,  that  he  waa  twenty- 
one  yean  of  age.  The  oath  oaa  only  be  oonoluiTe  agaimt  the  leeraity  and  not 
agatnat  othen  olaimlng  a  legal  right  to  hia  aerrloet. 
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Kings  Special  Term,  October,  1862. 
Ov  habeas  corpus,  for  the  discharge  of  George  B.  Webb, 
a  recruit  enlisted  in  the  naval  service  of  the  United  States. 

6.  T.  Jenks  and  Augustus  B.  Knowlton,  far  the 

petitioner. 
B.  Fravk  Browke,  for  the  United  States. 

Baowv,  Justice.  The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  this  case 
is  prosecuted  by  James  W.  Webb,  to  procure  the  release 
and  discharge  of  his  son  George  B.  Webb  from  the  ship 
North  Carolina,  where  he  is  detained  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States.  The  father  resides  at  Winstead,  in  the 
state  of  Connecticut,  and  the  return  of  Bichard  W.  Mead, 
Esq.,  a  captain  of  the  navy,  shows  that  George  B.  Webb 
enlisted  as  a  landsman  in  the  naval  service  on  the  18th  day 
of  September  last,  in  the  city  of  New  York.  At  the  time 
he  signed  the  articles  of  enlistment,  he  made  oath  that  he 
was  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  received  the  government 
bounty  of  thirty-six  dollars.  The  proof  taken  at  the  hear- 
ing shows  that  he  left  his  residence,  which  is  his  father's 
house,  in  Winstead,  in  June  last,  in  company  with  his 
father,  with  a  view  to  go  to  Pittsburg,  in  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania,  and  while  so  absent  from  home  he  enlisted 
as  before  mentioned.  It  also  appeared  by  the  proof,  that 
he  became  sixteen  years  of  age  on  the  9th  of  August,  1862. 
It  is  not  claimed  that  he  entered  the  naval  service  with 
the  consent  or  approbation  of  his  father,  or  that  the  latter 
had  any  knowledge  of  the  transaction  until  some  time  after 
it  was  consummated. 

No  statute  of  congress  has  been  referred  to,  and  I  pre- 
sume none  exists,  authorizing  the  enlistment  of  boys  into 
the  naval  service  without  the  consent  of  their  parents  or 
guardians.  The  act  of  the  2d  of  March,  1837,  seems  to  be 
still  in  force,  and  it  is  an  authority  for  the  enlistments  of 
boys  not  under  thirteen,  nor  over  eighteen  years  of  age,  to 
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serve  until  twenty-one ;  but  the  consent  of  the  parent  or 
guardian  is  expressly  required  to  make  the  enlistment  bind- 
ing and  obligatory. 

I  am  referred,  however,  to  the  2d  section  of  the  act  of 
the  13th  of  February,  1862,  which  declares  "  that  the  6th 
section  of  the  act  of  the  28  th  of  September,  1860,  provid- 
ing for  the  discharge  from  the  service  of  minors  enlisted 
without  the  consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians,  be  and 
the  same  is  hereby  repealed,  provided  that  no  person  under 
the  age  of  eighteen  years  shall  be  mustered  into  the  United 
States  service,  and  the  oath  of  enlistment  taken  by  the 
recruit  shall  be  conclusive  as  to  his  age."  It  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  the  act  of  the  28th  of  September,  1850,  the  5th 
section  of  which  the  2d  section  of  the  13th  of  February, 
1862,  is  designed  to  repeal,  is  an  act  which  relates  exclu- 
sively to  the  army,  and  not  the  navy  of  the  United  States. 
It  is  also  to  be  observed  that  the  claim  in  regard  to  the 
oath  of  the  recruit  is  contained  in  a  proviso  to  the  section 
quoted. 

The  office  of  a  proviso  is  not  to  enlarge  or  extend  the 
act,  or  the  section  of  which  it  is  a  part,  but  rather  to  put 
a  limitation  and  a  restraint  upon  the  language  which  the 
lawmaker  has  employed.  The  effect  of  the  proviso  in 
regard  to  the  oath  of  the  recruit  must  be  therefore  limited 
to  the  subject  of  the  act  of  September  28,  1850,  which  is 
the  army  and  not  the  naval  service  of  the  United  States, 
and  does  not  affect  the  present  case. 

But  were  it  otherwise,  who  is  it  that  should  be  concluded 
by  the  oath  of  the  recruit  ?  If  this  oath,  taken  at  the  time 
of  the  enlistment,  as  to  his  age,  is  to  operate  as  an  estoppel, 
whom  shall  it  estop  ?  Not  the  master  or  the  parent  who 
claims  a  legal  right  to  services  of  the  minor  in  opposition 
to  the  government.  Congress  has  certainly  not  given  any 
indication  of  an  inclination  to  conclude  this  class  of  per- 
sons upon  their  right  to  the  service  of  their  minor  sons  or 
apprentices  upon  the  mere  act  of  the  minors  themselves,  in 
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the  absence  aiul  without  the  assent  of  their  parents  and 
guardians.  The  section  will  receive  a  sensible  and  rational 
construction  by  declaring  the  oath  of  the  recruit  to  be 
conclusive  against  himself,  and  not  against  others  claiming 
a  legal  right  to  his  services. 

An  order  must  be  entered  directing  the  United  States 
officer  having  George  B.  Webb  in  his  custody,  to  relieve 
him  from  further  restraint,  and  deliver  him  over  to  his 
father,  James  B.  Webb. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Manttfactukbrs'  Bakk  of  Teot  agt.  Ths  Matoe, 
Recorder,  Aldermen  and  Commonalty  of  the  Citt  of 
Troy. 

^y  the  iTiUn  of  tasatUm  imdor  tho  proTidont  of  tlie  lUtatof  ftppUoablo  to  tho 
•oimty  of  RoBiielMr  ud  tho  city  of  Tro7>  %  banking  e^n-poration  looatod  in  th«t 
oit7>  may  bo  ex$mptfirom  taxation  u  roipoets  tho  oosnty  taz»  imdor  tho  Uw  of 
1868>  (Law  ^18M,  dky.  6My  §  1»  amanding  ^9oftlu  f»nMr  aU,)  whieh 
ontitlot  »  bulk  to  oommntatioiiy  by  p»yins  »  nun  oqaol  to  flro  por  oont.  on  thoir 
not  MmuAl  inoomo  or  profitsy  or  to  ui  oxomption  in  omo  of  no  not  proflta  or  dear 
inooBO  at  all)  and  yot  bo  llablo  to  a  eUf  fate  on  thoIr  par$onml  proporiy, 
altho«c9i»  by  tho  proTiatoaa  of  tho  aboTo  Iair»  tha^  toro  $wom  tka^  kav  nana 
liablo  to  taxation)  by  roaaon  of  whieh  thoy  aro  oxompt  from  tho  oonnty  tax* 

Mhany  Oeneral  Term^  JIfay,  1869. 

Wright,  Oould  and  Hogeboqm,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  plaintiff  from  a  jadgment  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  defendants,  parsnani  to  the  directions 
of  Mr.  Jnstioe  Oould,  on  the  5th  day  of  November,  1858, 
for  the  sum  of  $85.06,  being  the  amount  of  their  costs  in 
the  action.  The  canse  was  tried  before  the  said  justice, 
I  withoat  a  jury,  at  the  Rensselaer  circuit,  on  the  16th  of 
'  October,  1858.  The  plaintiff  was  a  banking  corporation 
in  the  city  of  Troy,  and  was  assessed,  in  the  year  1855,  the 
sum  of  $187,873  upon  its  capital  stock,  as  the  personal  pro- 
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pertj  of  said  bank.  The  asaessment  roll  containing  this 
assessment  was  duly  returned  to  the  board  of  supervisors 
of  the  conntj  of  Rensselaer.  At  the  annual  meeting  of 
said  board,  in  1855,  and  within  two  days  of  the  commence- 
ment of  their  session,  the  bank  presented  to  said  board  a 
petition,  asking  exemptioh  from  taxation  under  chap.  654 
of  the  Session  Laws  of  1856,  accompanying  the  petition 
with  an  affidavit  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  been,  during  the 
preceding  year,  in  the  receipt  of  net  annual  profits  or  clear 
income  equal  to  five  per  cent,  of  the  capital  stock  of  said 
bank,  paid  in,  or  secured  to  be  paid  in,  nor  of  any.net 
profits  or  clear  income  at  all. 

The  act  of  the  legislature  above  referred  to,  provides 
that  if  any  incorporated  company  named  in  the  assessment 
roll  should,  through  its  proper  officer,  show  to  the  satisfac- 
tion  of  the  board  of  supervisors,  at  their  annual  meeting, 
within  two  days  of  its  commencement,  by  the  affidavit  of 
such  officer;  that  the  company  has  not  been,  during  the 
preceding  year,  in  the  receipt  of  net  annual  profits  or  clear 
income  equal  to  five  per  cent,  of  its  capital  stock  paid  in, 
or  secured  to  be  paid  in,  after  deducting  from  the  amount 
of  their  capital  stock  the  assessed  value  of  their  real  estate, 
such  company  shall  be  entitled  to  commute  for  their  taxes 
on  such  capital  stock,  by  paying  directly  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  county,  a  sum  equal  to  five  per  cent,  on  such  net 
annual  profits  or  clear  income,  and  also  the  amount  of  the 
taxes  on  their  real  estate. 

The  board  of  supervisors  referred  said  petition  and  affi- 
davit to  a  committee,  who  reported  in  favor  of  exempting 
the  plaintiff  from  taxation  on  personal  property,  pursuant 
to  their  petition;  and  the  board  subsequently  resolved 
that  the  committee  having  charge  of  this  subject,  be  autho- 
rised to  expunge  the  assessment  of  The  Manufacturers' 
Bank  from  said  assessment  roll.  It  was  accordingly  done. 
No  tax  was  extended  by  the  board  opposite  to  said  assess- 
ment, nor  otherwise  laid  upon  the  capital  stock.    The  real 
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estate  of  the  bank  was  duly  assessed,  and  the  tax  thereon 
paid  to  the  chamberlain. 

The  defendants  proved  the  varions  acts  of  the  legisla- 
ture, having  reference  to  the  levy  and  collection  of  taxes 
in  the  city  of  Troy,  and  that  nnder  and  in  the  manner  re- 
quired by  said  acts,  the  defendants,  on  the  4th  of  October, 
1866,  imposed  a  city  tax  for  that  year,  to  the  amonnt  of 
$2,260.67  on  the  capital  stock  of  the  plaintiff,  and  after- 
wards issned  their  warrant  for  the  collection  thereof,  .in 
the  nsnal  form.  Under  this  warrant  a  levy  was  made 
under  the  direction  of  the  defendants,  by  an  officer,  who 
seized  and  took  of  the  plaintiff's  property  a  sum  sufficient 
to  pay  said  tax,  and  the  expenses  of  collection,  and  the 
proceeds  thereof  were  paid  to  the  chamberlain  of  the  city. 
For  the  amount  thus  levied  and  collected,  the  plaintiff 
instituted  this  suit.  The  plaintiff  contended  that  proof  of 
the  foregoing  facts  entitled  it  to  exemption  from  the  pay- 
ment of  the  city  as  well  as  the  county  and  state  taxes.  The 
defendants  insisted  upon  the  contrary,  and  having  duly 
objected  to  the  proof  introduced  as  to  the  action  of  the 
board  of  supervisors  upon  the  petition  and  affidavit  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  irrelevant  and  immaterial,  moved  to  strike  out 
such  proof.  The  justice  granted  the  motion,  and  the  plain- 
tiff excepted.  The  justice  then  decided  that  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  judgment,  and  to  this  the  plaintiff  excepted. 
Judgment  having  been  rendered  accordingly,  the  plaintiff 
appealed  to  the  general  term. 

David  L.  Seymour  and  W.  A.  Beach,  for  flaintiff. 
John  B.  Gale  and  Martin  I.  Townsekd,  far  def'ts. 

By  the  court,  Hogeboom,  Justice.  In  this  ease,  I  have 
come  to  the  following  conclusions : 

1.  The  petition  and  accompanying  affidavit  presented  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  board  of  supervisors,  on  the  3d  of  Oc- 
tober, 1856,  entitled  it  to  commutation  or  exemption,  under 
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the  law  of  1853.  {Laws  of  1853,  chap.  €54,  §  1,  ammding 
^9  of  tke  former  act.) 

The  affidavit  was  made  by  the  proper  officer — covered 
the  coDtiDgeocy  named  in  the  act,  and  showed  that  the 
bank  had  not  been  in  the  receipt  of  any  net  annual  profits 
or  clear  income,  and  of  course  not  in  the  receipt  of  any 
equal  to  five  per  cent,  of  the  capital  stock  paid  in,  or 
secured  to  be  paid  in,  after  deducting  from  such  capital 
stock  the  assessed  value  of  its  real  estate.  This,  by  the 
terms  of  the  act,  entitled  it  to  commutation,  by  paying  a 
sum  equal  to  five  per  cent,  on  such  net  annual  profits  or 
dear  income,  in  addition  to  the  assessment  for  taxes  on  the 
real  estate.  As  there  were  no  net  profits  or  clear  income 
at  all,  commutation  was  equivalent  to  total  exemption. 

2«  The  resolution  and  action  t>{  the  board  of  supervisors 
upon  this  petition  and  affidavit,  though  slightly  informal, 
sufficiently  indicated  their  satisfaction  that  the  bank  had 
come  within  the  provision  above  referred  to,  entitling  it  to 
commutation  or  exemption.  The  law  pointed  out  no  mode 
in  which  the  supervisors  should  declare  or  manifest  their 
satisfaction.  When,  therefore,  they  resolved  that  the  as- 
sessment upon  the  capital  stock  of  this  bank  should  be 
expunged  from  the  assessment  roll,  and  it  was  accordingly 
done,  we  must  assume  that  they  extended  no  tax  thereon, 
or  if  they  did  so,  that  it,  like  the  assessment,  was  expunged 
from  the  roll,  and  they  thereby  virtually,  and  indeed  in  the 
most  convincing  manner,  expressed  themselves  satisfied 
with  the  truth  of  the  matters  stated  and  sho¥m  by  the 
bank.  It  would  bel  exacting  an  unnecessary  formality,  to 
require  a  more  strict  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  act. 

3.  The  commutation  or  exemption  in  question  was  in- 
tended by  the  law  to  be  confined  to  such  taxes  as  the  board 
of  supervisors  had  a  right  to  impose,  review  or  collect. 

We  cannot  suppose  that  the  supervisors  were  intended 
to  be  clothed  with  power  to  abate  or  receive  commutation 
for  taxes  over  which  they  had  no  jurisdiction — which  they 
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did  not  create  or  impoBe— and  as  to  which  they  were  not 
entroflted  with  any  supervisory  power.  At  least  we  maj 
infer  that,  if  the  law  designed  to  confide  to  them,  as  a  dis- 
tinct body  from  the  taxing  power,  the  authority  to  super- 
vise the  taxes  imposed  by  another  tribunal,  it  would  say 
so  in  express  terms,  or  provide  some  mode  by  which  its 
decision  on  the  question  of  commutation  should  be  certified 
to  the  body  imposing  the  tax.  As  nothing  of  this  kind 
appears  in  the  law,  we  may  reasonably  infer  that  the  juris- 
diction of  the  supervisors  on  the  subject  of  commutation  of 
taxes,  was  designed  to  be  limited  to  those  taxes  which  they 
imposed,  and  which  were  contained  in  the  assessment  roll 
over  which  they  had  control  and  the  power  of  correction. 

4.  The  city  taxes  of  the  city  of  Troy,  in  distinction  from 
the  state  and  county  taxes  imposed  upon  the  property  of 
that  city,  do  not  come  under  the  supervision  or  control  of 
the  board  of  supervisors,  nor  had  they  any  power  to  lessen, 
increase,  or  in  any  way  modify  or  remit  the  same,  or  re- 
ceive any  commutation  therefor. 

Troy,  like  some  other  cities  in  the  state,  has  a  system 
for  the  collection  of  taxes  somewhat  peculiar,  and  diflforing 
in  many  respects  from  the  provisions  of  the  general  law. 
There  are  some  features  common  to  both  systems.  The 
original  assessment  roll  is  made  by  the  same  officers — the 
assessors — ^both  for  the  city  taxes,  and  the  state  and  county 
taxes.  When  completed,  it  is  delivered  to  the  chamber- 
lain, who  is  required  to  copy  the  same,  and  make  out  the 
city  tax  as  soon  as  levied  (imposed)  by  the  common  coun* 
oil,  and  then  deliver  the  assessment  roll  to  the  order  of  the 
supervisors  of  the  assessment  districts,  on  or  before  the 
15th  day  of  October.  This  phraseology  is  not  altogether 
unambiguous ;  but  I  understand  it  to  mean  that  the  cham- 
berlain is  to  make  a  copy  of  the  assessment  roll,  and  to 
make  out  the  city  tax  on  the  copy  thus  made,  and  then  to 
deliver  the  original  assessment  roll  to  the  supervisors ;  and 
such  I  understand  to  have  been  the  practice  under  this  act. 
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Thas  two  asaesameDt  rolls  come  into  existence,  upon  one 
of  which  the  city  taxes  are  extended  by  the  city  officers, 
and  upon  the  otb^r  of  which  the  state  and  county  taxes 
are  extended  by  county  officers,  to  wit :  by  the  board  of 
snpervisors  as  a  body.  This  idea  is  farther  confirmed  by 
the  heading  of  the  different  articles  of  this  statute. ;  one  of 
which,  (article  second,)  from  which  the  above  provision  is 
extracted,  is  denominated  *'  Of  the  mode  of  collecting  city 
taxes ;"  and  another,  (article  third,)  '*  Of  the  mode  of  col* 
lecting  state  and  county  taxes."  Each  of  these  articles 
contains  the  provisions  of  a  distinct  and  complete  system 
for  the  collection  of  the  taxes.  By  article  second,  the  city 
roll,  after  the  taxes  are  extended  thereon,  is  to  have  an* 
nexed  to  it  a  warrant  under  the  hand  of  the  mayor,  and 
seal  of  the  city,  commanding  the  collection  of  the  tax. 
The  chamberlain  is  directed  to  collect  the  same,  after 
public  notice,  before  the  last  of  January  then  next,  and  in 
the  meantime  to  receive  for  the  collection  thereof,  different 
per  centages,  according  to  the  promptness  with  which  the 
payments  are  made  by  the  persons  taxed.  For  the  collec- 
tion of  such  portion  of  the  taxes  as  remains  unpaid  by  the 
first  of  February,  the  chamberlain  is  to  issue  his  warrant 
to  the  sheriff,  or  a  constable  or  marshal,  commanding  a 
levy  and  sale  of  the  property  of  the  persohs  taxed.  Some- 
what similar,  but  not  altogether  identical,  proceedings  are 
required  to  be  taken  for  the  collection  of  the  county  taxes ; 
but  the  warrant  comes  from  the  supervisors,  and  the  times 
and  modes  of  enforcing  payment  are  slightly  different. 

There  are  other  distinctions  between  the  city  system  and 
the  county  system  for  the  collection  of  taxes.  The  fiscal 
year  of  the  first  is  from  March  to  March ;  of  the  other, 
from  October  to  October.  The  taxes  of  the  one  are  paya- 
ble, and  the  warrant  issued  to  the  chambarlain  therefor,  by 
the  16th  of  October ;  those  of  the  other  by  the  15th  of  De- 
cember. It  is  quite  possible  that  the  city  taxes,  or  a  por- 
tion thereof,  may  be  collected  before  the  actual  meeting 
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of  the  board  which  makes  the  commutation  in  question. 
Again :  the  commutation,  when  authorized  to  be  made,  is 
to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county,  and  no  provision 
is  made  for  the  payment  over  to  the  city  authorities  of  any 
portion  of  the  commutation  money,  or  of  its  equitable  dis- 
tribution between  the  city  and  the  county  taxes.  Were 
they  upon  the  same  roll,  there  might  be  some  reason  for 
saying  that  a  general  commutation  upon  the  property  taxed 
ought  to  be  ratably  divided  between  the  city  and  the  county 
taxes  for  that  property,  according  to  their  respective 
amounts. 

It  is  objected  to  this  view  of  the  case  that,  after  all,  these 
several  acts  are  part  of  one  general  system  of  taxation,  and 
that  the  right  of  commutation  should  be  regarded  as  appli- 
cable to  all  taxes,  inasmuch  as  they  have  one  general  ob- 
ject in  view — the  support  of  the  government ;  and  that 
the  reason  for  commutation  applies  in  principle  to  each 
class  of  taxes  alike,  and  that  the  terms  of  the  act  allowing 
commutation,  are  unrestricted,  and  comprehensive  enough 
to  embrace  every  species  of  tax.  These  considerations  are 
not  without  force ;  but  the  difficulty,  if  not  impossibility, 
of  making  the  commutation  in  question  applicable  to  the 
city  taxes,  and  the  improbability  that  where  there  are  two 
distinct  bodies  vested  with  the  power  of  taxation  upon  the 
same  property,  but  for  different  purposes,  that  the  one 
should  be  regarded  as  clothed  with  the  power  of  remitting 
or  diminishing  the  taxes  imposed  by  the  other,  and  the 
confusion  which  would  thence  arise,  together  with  the 
other  considerations  before  adverted  to,  have  led  my  mind 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  legislature  intended  to  discrimi- 
nate between  the  two  cases,  or  else  that  the  provisioir  for 
commutation  was  inadvertently  omitted  from  the  system 
devised  for  the  collection  of  city  taxes.  In  either  view, 
the  plaintiff  must  fail. 

An  argument  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  is  also  supposed  to 
be  derived  from  the  allegation  that  the  corrected  assess- 
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ment  rolls,  as  finally  perfected  hj  the  board  of  rapervisors, 
form  also  the  basis  of  taxation  for  the  city  taxes.  But  I 
think  the  allegation  is  not  founded  upon  fact,  or  a  proper 
apprehension  of  the  provisions  of  the  law.  I  do  not  under- 
stand that  the  corrected  assessment  rolls  are  those  upon 
which  the  citj  taxes  are  extended,  but  that  they  are  the 
copies  of  the  original  assessment  rolls  delivered  by  the  as- 
sessors to  the  chamberlain.    Hence  the  argument  iulB. 

If  these  views  are  correct,  they  dispose  of  this  case.  The 
judge  at  the  circuit  was  right  in  rejecting  the  evidenoe 
offered,  inasmuch  as  it  constituted  no  defence  to  the  action, 
and  also  in  determining  that  the  defendants  were  entitled 
to  judgment 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  must  be  affirmed. 
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James  Leffcrts  agt.  John  Brampton  and  others. 
Charles  E.  Borsdorf  and  others  agt.  John  Brampton  and 
others. 

TIm  rif^t  te  the  inip$€$i9n  qf  U>ckB  and  pap9r$,  with  »  yUw  to  th«  dlM^try^ 
§vi4$ne€,  if  diftinetlj  noogaiiod  by  MtMiaU,  and  If  not  to  b«  ocfilraadfd  with 
the  prodaction  of  them  m  OTidenoe  upon  tk4  trial,  or  on  the  ixamiiuU*o»  qfa 
party  at  a  vitnent  hefar*  trial. 

IfthoroittwkfOBto  boUoro,  upon  tho  omo  of  laid  befoto  tho  ooart»  thaA  tho  «vl- 
donoe  in  reality  exiatf,  and  if  material  to  the  matter  in  oontroYonj;  if  tho  othor 
party  admitf  the  poffoffion  of  the'bookf  or  doenmentf  alleged  to  contain  it;  if 
he  alfo  impliedly  admiU  tho  probability  of  itf  oxiftenoe,  by  not  donffing  it,  and 
BO  groat  praotloal  InoonFonioDoe  viU  follow  from  aUowii^g  tho  othor  par^  to  ia* 
fpeot  it,  the  pririlege  ought  to  bo  granted, 

Thnf,  where  the  plalntifif  brought  their  aotion  to  reoover  the  poffOffion  of  goodi 
obtebrnd  from  th«m  by  tho  defondanto*  ««ignoii,  npen  ropra$€niation9  aU$g$d 
to  hav$  Iteen  fraudulent,  and  in  their  f worn  petition  f tated  that  they  woro  in* 
formed  and  belieyod  that  an  examination  of  the  bookf  of  the  afsignorf ,  by  a  oom- 
petent  book-kooper,  woald  enable  the  plaintifb  to  fhow  tho  afsignorf  wore,  when 
thoy  made  thair  ropreeentatloBf  of  fdlTonoy  rofenod  to  in  thO  oom|flaiBt>  bopo- 
leffly  infoWenty  and  that  they  knew  that  the  roprofontationf  made  by  thorn  woro 
fUfo, 
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BUd,  th«  dafMiduti  Bftkiog  no  uv ww  to  ili«  n{yplloatton«  bnt  moT«d  to  diniM  it 
on  the  groand  that  the  disoorery  eoald  not  he  allowed  by  the  praetioe  of  the  eonrty 
that  the  oaie  appeared  to  he  eminently  one  in  which  the  oonrt  ihonld  lend  iU 
uilitaiiee  to  enable  the  plaintilb  to  inspect  doeuneatary  OTideaee  whieh  wovid 
■how  whether  the  reprefentations  made  by  the  defendaata'  aMignozi  io«ra  tru* 
or  foiU, 

Jfiw  York  General  Term,  Jfovemher,  1862. 

Dalt,  Brady  and  Hilton,  Judges. 

This  was  an  application  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  for 
an  inspection  of  the  books  and  papers  of  the  defendants' 
assignors,  in  the  possession  of  the  defendants. 

By  the  oonrt,  Daly,  F.  J.  An  inspection  of  books  and 
papers  will  be  granted,  if  facts  and  circnmstanoes  are  shown 
which  warrant  a  presumption  that  the  book  or  document 
sought  contains  evidence  which  will  prove,  or  tend  to 
prove,  some  fact  which  the  party  applying  has  to  establish. 
{Rule  XV  of  the  Supreme  Court;  Davis  agt.  Dunham,  13 
How.,  425  ;  Commercial  Bank  of  Albany  agt.  Dunham,  id., 
341 ;  Hoyt  agt.  American  Exchange  Bank,  1  Duer,  652 ; 
Jackling  agt.  Edwards,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  539.)  The  appli- 
cant is  not  required  to  prove  positively  that  the  documen- 
tary evidence  exists,  as  the  right  given  is  one  of  discovery ; 
but  he  must  show  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  court  that  there 
is  good  reason  to  suppose  that  the  opposite  party  has  docu- 
mentary evidence  in  his  possession  material  to  the  matter 
in  issue,  and  the  presumption  that  he  has,  becomes  a  very 
strong  one,  if,  with  the  means  of  knowledge  in  his  power, 
he  does  not  deny  the  fact. 

The  two  actions  in  which  the  present  application  was 
made,  were  brought  to  recover  the  possession  of  goods 
obtained  from  the  plaintiffs  by  the  firm  of  Goldsmith  A 
Gutman,  upon  representations  alleged  to  have  been  fraudu- 
lent. It  is  stated  in  the-petition,  that  the  goods  were  sold 
to  them  upon  a  representation  by  them  that  they  were  sol- 
Tent  ;  that  they  had  a  capital  of  $17,000 ;  had  made  money, 
and  were  doing  a  profitable  business.    That  the  sale  was 
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made  in  the  months  of  June  and  July,  1857,  and  that,  in 
the  next  month,  Goldsmith  &  Gutman  failed,  and  made  an 
assignment  to  the  defendants  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 

It  is  averred  that  Goldsmith  k  Gutman  kept,  np  to  the 
time  of  their  assignment,  books  of  acconnt,  showing  the 
amount  of  the  capital  invested  by  them  in  their  business, 
their  losses  and  profits  therein,  their  debts,  liabilities  and 
assets,  and  their  business  transactions  generally ;  showing 
the  pecuniary  condition  of  the  firm  before,  since,  and  at  the 
time  when  the  sale  above  referred  to  was  made ;  which 
books,  it  is  averred,  are  now  in  the  possession  of  their  as- 
signees, the  defendants.  That  the  petitioners  applied  to 
the  defendants  for  liberty  to  see  the  books,  and  received 
for  reply  that  no  one  should  be  allowed  to  see  or  inspect 
them. 

The  petitioners  swear  that  they  are  informed  and  believe 
that  an  examination  of  the  books  by  a  competent  book- 
keeper, will  enable  them  to  show  that  Goldsmith  k  Gut- 
man were,  when  they  made  the  representations  referred  to, 
hopelessly  insolvent,  and  that  they  knew  that  the  repre- 
sentations made  by  them  were  false. 

The  defendants  made  no  answer  to  the  application,  but 
moved  to  dismiss  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  discovery 
sought  c^uld  not  be  allowed  by  the  practice  of  the  court, 
and  the  motion  was  granted. 

It  may  fairly  be  inferred  that  it  will  appear  by  their 
books  what  capital  the  firm  had  when  they  made  the 
representations  referred  to,  and  whether,  as  they  repre- 
sented themselves  to  be  perfectly  solvent,  and  then  doing 
a  profitable  business,  these  books  constitute  the  written 
record  which  they  kept  of  their  business  .while  engaged  in 
transacting  it ;  and  if  the  books  will  show  that  the  rep- 
resentations made  by  them  were'  false,  the  evidence  is  not 
only  material,  but  of  a  very  conclusive  kind.  The  fact 
that  nothing  which  is  stated  in  the  petition  is  denied ;  the 
circumstance  of  Goldsmith  &  Gutman's  failure  in  six  weeks 
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after  these  representations  were  made ;  and  the  statement 
of  the  plaintiffs,  under  oath,  that  they  are  informed  and 
believe  that  an  examination  of  the  books  by  a  competent 
book-keeper  ^i\\  enable  them  to  establish  that  (Goldsmith 
A  Gatman  knew  what  they  represented,  to  be  false,  should, 
I  think,  be  sufficient  to  warrant  a  well-founded  suspicion 
that  the  evidence  sought  for  exists,  and  will  be  obtained 
by  an  inspection  of  the  books.  Applications  which  con- 
templlkte  a  general  investigation  of  the  books  of  a  party  in 
business,  are  looked  upon  ^ith  great  disfavor.  It  would 
be  an  abuse  of  the  forms  of  judicial  procedure,  to  allow 
them  to  be  resorted  to  as  a  means  of  compelling  a  man  to 
expose  the  whole  of  his  business  affairs  to  the  prying  curi- 
osity of  an  adversary,  actuated  by  no  other  motive  than 
the  hope  that  he  may  be  able  to  discover  something  which 
he  may  use  to  his  advantage  in  a  legal  controversy.  To 
say  nothing  of  the  interruption,  inconvenience  and  humilia- 
tion to  a  man  in  business  giving  up  all  his  books,  docu- 
ments and  papers  to  an  investigation  to  be  conducted  by 
his  adversary,  there  is  the  additional  consideration  that 
an  exposition  of  the  secrets  of  his  business  may  prove  det* 
rimental  to  him.  Such  applications,  therefore,  are  almost 
uniformly  denied;  for  the  case  must  be  an  exceedingly 
strong  one — the  facts  and  circumstances  adduced  in  sup- 
port of  ft,  of  the  moat  conclusive  kind — to  justify  a  court's 
compelling  a  man  who  is  in  business,  to  expose  all  his  books 
and  papers  for  the  discovery  of  evidence  supposed  to  be 
contained  in  them.  On  the  other  hand,  the  right  to  the 
inspection  of  books  and  papers,  with  a  view  to  the  disco- 
very of  evidence,  is  distinctly  recognized  by  statute,  and  is 
not  to  be  confounded  with  the  production  of  them  as  evi- 
dence upon  a  trial  or  on  the  examination  of  a  party  as  a 
witness  before  trial.  The  Revised  Statutes  {vol.  S,  p.  298, 
^^  60  and  61,  5ih  id.)  speak  of  compelling  a  discovery ;  of 
compelling  a  party  to  a  suit  in  such  ^sases  as  the  court  may 
prescribe  by  general  rules  to  discover  books,  documents 
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and  papers  in  his  possession  or  power,  relating  to*  the 
merits  of  the  suit ;  and  the  Code,  in  the  recognition  of  this 
right,  is  much  stronger,  by  providing  (§  388)  that  "  the 
court  before  which  an  action  is  pending,  or  a  judge  or  ju8> 
tice  thereof,  may,  in  their  discretion  and  upon  due  notice, 
order  either  party  to  give  to  the  other,  within  a  specified 
time,  an  inspection  and  copy,  or  permission  to  take  a  copy, 
of  ^ny  books,  papers  and  documents  in  his  possession  or 
under  bis  control,  containing  evidence  relating  to  the 
merits  of  the  action  or  the  defence ;"  an  enfictment  in  the 
Code  wbidi  is  merely  auxiliary  to  and  not  a  substitute  for 
the  previous  provisions  in  the  Bevised  Statutes.  {Gould 
agt  McCarthy^  1  Kem.^  576.)  The  right  here  granted  is 
coextensive  with  what  could  be  obtained  in  equity  by  a 
bill  of  discovery.  {Toumsend  agt.  Lawrtnee^  9  IFend.,  468.) 
In  equity  the  discovery  was  twofold ;  to  discover  the  exist- 
ence of  written  evidence  assumed  or  believed  to  be  in  th^ 
possession  of  the  other  party ;  and  then,  if  its  existence  and 
the  possession  of  it  was  not  denied,  a  discovery  of  its  con- 
tents. {Pollock  on  Courts^  8.)  It  is  the  same  under  our 
statutes.  There  is  a  clear  recognition  that  the  ends  of  jus- 
tice may  be  promoted  by  compelling  a  party  to  discover 
whether  he  has  not  writings  in  his  possession  tending  to 
prove  the  matter  in  controversy ;  whilst  at  the  same  time, 
to  guard  against  the  abuse  that  wpuld  arise  if  parties  were 
always  allowed,  under  the  form  of  a  legal  procedure,  to  pry 
into  the  private  papers  and  books  of  their  opponent,  it  is 
left  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  in  every  case,  to 
say  whether  the  privilege  will  be  granted  or  not 

If  there  is  reason  to  believe  upon  the  case,  as  laid  before 
the  court,  that  the  evidence  in  reality  exists  and  is  mate- 
rM  to  the  matter  in  controversy ;  if  the  other  party  ad- 
mits the  possession  of  the  book  or  document  alleged  to  con- 
tain it ;  if  be  also  impliedly  admits  the  probability  of  its 
e^iptsnce,  )iy  W^  dwying  it,  and  no  great  practipal  incoor 
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venience  will  follow  from  allowing  the  other  party  to  in- 
spect it,  the  privilege  ought  to  be  granted. 

Such  is  the  case  here.  The  plaintiffs  have  repossessed 
themselves  of  the  goods ;  they  mupt  vindicate  their  right 
to  retake  them ;  and  the  case  appears  to  me  to  be  emi- 
nently one  in  which  the  court  should  lend  its  assistance  to 
enable  them  to  inspect  documentary  evidence  which  will 
certainly  show  whether  the  representations  made  by  Gold- 
smith &  Gutman  were  true  or  false.  Neither -the  defend- 
ants nor  Goldsmith  or  Gutman  have  undertaken  to  deny 
that  the  examination  of  the  books  will  show  that  the  rep- 
resentations were  false.  Not  the  slightest  circumstance 
is  given  in  explanation  of  the  failure  of  the  firm  in  six 
weeks  after  they  had  given  such  a  flattering  account  of 
their  business.  The  objections  which  might  exist  where 
liberty  is  asked  to  examine  the  books  and  papers  of  a  mer- 
chant engaged  in  the  ordinary  prosecution  of  his  business, 
do  not  exist  in  their  case.  Their  business  is  at  an  end. 
Their  affairs  are  in  the  hands  of  assignees  for  settlement, 
and  no  prejudice,  injury  or  great  inconvenience  can  arise 
from  allowing  the  plaintiffs  to  inspect  their  books. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  examination  asked  for  can  be 
had  at  the  trial  or  before  it,  by  subpoenaing  the  parties  or 
witnesses,  and  compelling  the  production  of  the  books  by  a 
subpodna,  ducts  tecum ;  and  in  Breevort  agt.  Werner,  (8  How.^ 
321,)  Justice  Hand  says  that  '*^a  mere  discovery,  so  called, 
as  to  books,  documents  and  papers,  should  be  in  no  other 
way  than  on  the  examination  of  the  party."  The  answer 
to  this  suggestion  is,  that  the  statute  gives  the  right  to  a 
discovery,  and  declares  that,  where  the  proceedings  for  that 
purpose  are  not  therein  provided,  "  the  court  shall  be  gov- 
erned by  the  principles  and  practice  of  the  court  of  chan- 
cery, in  compelling  discovery."  There  is  nothing  in  the 
general  rules  which  the  supreme  court  have  adopted,  nor 
in  the  Code,  to  warrant  such  a  conclusion  as  that  the  die- 
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oovery  can  be  had  in  no  other  way  than  upon  the  exami- 
nation of  the  party*  It  was  an  existing  remedy  before  the 
party  could  be  examined.  The  party  seeking  the  discovery 
may  have  nothing  to  ask  the  other  party.  The  docomen- 
tary  evidence,  if  found,  may  be  all  that  he  requires,  and  be 
is  not  to  be  compelled  to  put  his  adversary  upon  the  stand 
as  a  witness,  when  evidence  that  cannot  be  evaded,  falsified 
nor  contradicted  may  be  obtained.  The  party  applying, 
moreover,  may  wish  to  discover  evidence  that  is  against  as 
well  as  for  him.  He  may  be  satisfied,  upon  the  inspection 
of  documentary  evidence  in  the  possession  of  the  other 
party,  that  he  cannot  maintain  a  defence,  or  that  he  must 
abandon  his  action ;  and  such  an  inquiry,  when  made  bona 
fide,  is  to  be  encouraged,  as  it  may  cut  short  the  litigation 
and  stop  the  increase  of  costs.  The  discovery  of  the  evi- 
dence sought  on  the  trial,  or  on  the  examination  of  the 
party,  may  be  attended  by  great  delay,  which  is  avoided 
by  an  inspection  out  of  court.  The  examination  at  the 
trial  may  prove  very  inconvenient,  and  to  a  certain  degree 
impracticable,  where  the  discovery  sought  depends,  as  in 
this  case,  upon  the  inspection  of  a  set  of  mercantile  books. 
A  skillful  accountant  might  be  able  to  tell  in  a  very  short 
time  whether  the  books  do  or  do  not  show  that  the  firm 
were  hopelessly  insolvent  when  they  purchased  the  goods 
of  the  plaintifis,  or  it  might  require  on  bis  part  a  very  care- 
ful examination  extending  over  many  days.  If  the  exami- 
nation is  to  be  allowed  at  all,  it  will  economize  time  at  the 
trial,  and  tend  to  elicit  the  fact  with  greater  certainty,  by 
permitting  an  inspection  of  the  books  out  of  court ;  and  a« 
there  is  nothing  in  the  statute  or  in  the  general  rules  of 
the  supreme  court  necessarily  coupling  this  inspection  with 
an  examination  of  the  party  as  a  witness,  it  should  be 
allowed  in  the  way  in  which  it  has  heretofore  been  allowed, 
if  the  facts  and  circumstances  shown  lead  to  the  conviction 
that  it  may  tend  to  promote  the  ends  of  justice.    In  mj 
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judgment,  eDOUgh  has  been  shown  in  this  oaae  to  warrant 
a  reasonable  presumption  that  it  will ;  and  I  think  that 
the  motion,  to  the  extent  of  allowing  the  inspection  of  the 
books  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees,  should  haye  been 
granted. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
HEnT  Mattice  agt.   Charles  W.  Lillie  and  Cecelia 

LiLLIE. 

Wb«i<»  the  1m$h<M4  patthu^  lumber  for  tba  bnikUiig  ti  %  btfBM  at  ml  «iteto 
wUeh  ht  fiUseiff  T€frutnt*d  belonged  to  him,  and  on  the  cfdU  of  owaiag  asoh 
property,  when  in  feet  the  real  ef tate  at  that  time,  and  the  home  allenraidf 
weeted  npon  it  with  raeh  lumber,  belonged  to  Uewift^woA  the  Im«m  wai  b«UI 
with  her  knowledge  and  approbatioq^ — 

MM9  in  an  aetion  in  equity  by  the  plaintiif  agidnit  the  hiuiband  and  io{f«  for  tha 
prioe  of  inch  lumber,  that  the  faeU  thai  eitabliehed  orBated  an  ifffUMa  Km  Ib 
faror  of  the  plaintiff  iipoft<iUrMiMlat«,  mdltwwthnt^ 


Albany  General  Term,  March,  1862. 
H06EB00M,  Peckham  and  Milleb,  Justices, 
Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  at  the  circuit 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

L.  Teemaik,  /or  flainiiff^  resptmdeni. 
H.  Smith, /or  defendants,  appellants. 

By  the  court,  Hooeboom,  Justice.  Thia  is  an  equitj 
suit,  evidently  designed,  from  the  form  of  the  complainti 
to  charge  the  real  estate  owned  by  the  female  defendant 
with  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's  lumber  which  went  into 
the  construction  of  the  house  upon  it,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  estate  has  had  the  benefit  of  the  consideration 
thus  furnished;  that  it  was  furnished  for  the  express 
purpose  of  being  so  applied,  and  essentially  upon  the 
credit  of  such  estate,  being  sold  to  the  defendant,  Charles 
Lillie,  upon  the  faith  of  his  assurance  that  he  was  the 
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owner  of  the  real  property,  and  thus  frandnlentlj  pro- 
cured from  the  plaintifif,  and  applied  with  the  knoi^edge 
and  consent  of  both  of  the  defendants.  These  are  snb- 
stantiallj  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  and,  if  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence,  make  a  case  I  think  where  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.  {Yale  agt.  Dedertr,  18  JV*. 
F.,  280 ;  S.  C,  22  JV:  F.,  450 ;  Cdvin  9kgt.  Ournir,  22  Barb., 
371,  386.) 

The  judge  who  tried  this  cause  at  the  circuit  has  not 
expressly  found  all  of  these  &cts,  although  I  think  they 
are,  on  the  whole,  inferable  from  the  evidence,  and  per- 
haps has  found  some  facts — some  of  which  it  might 
perhaps  be  claimed,  with  some  plausibility,  were  not 
clearly  deducible  from  the  evidence — ^though  I  do  Bot 
laean  to  say  that  the  finding  waa  on  the  whole  earoneons. 

Certain  facts  are  I  think  sufficiently  apparent,  and 
among  others  the  fcrilowing : 

1.  That  the  plaintiff's  lumber  went  into  the  construc- 
tion of  the  defendants'  house ;  and  that  this  was  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  and  intent  of  both  the  defendants. 
I  think  it  also  fairly  inferable  that  this  knowledge,  con- 
sent and  intent  existed  at  the  time  the  lumber  was  pur- 
chased ;  and  that  it  was  purchased  for  that  express  object. 
The  female  defendant  has  therefore  had  the  benefit  of  the 
consideration,  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  plaintiff's 
lumber;  and  there  is  nothing  intjuitabU  in  compelling 
the  property,  thus  created  in  part  by  the  plaintiff's  goods, 
to  be  answerable  for  his  claim  to  the  extent  of  their 
value. 

2.  It  is  not  entirely  clear  that  the  wife  authorized  the 
misrepresentation  of  the  husband,  that  he  owned  the  real 
estate,  although  it  would  not  be  a  very  forced  construc- 
tion of  the  evidence  to  deduce  such  an  inference  from 
the  facts  proved.  But  it  is  sufficiently  clear  that  he  made 
such  representation ;  that  it  was  false  and  fraudulent  on 
his  part  \  that  on  the  faith  of  it  the  lumber  was  sold ; 
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that  the  wife  knew  of  its  appropriation  for  her  benefit  ; 
that  she  did  not  repudiate  or  refuse  the  benefit  of  such 
appropriation ;  that  she  was  aware,  or  at  least  supposed, 
that  the  plaintiff  sold  the  lumber  in  the  belief  that  the 
husband  owned  the  house ;  that  she  took  no  pains  to  cor- 
rect that  impression;  but  recognizing  the  force  of  the 
equitable  considerations  which,  under  such  circumstances, 
entitled  the  plaintiff  to  compensation,  promised  to  make 
some  provision  for  his  benefit. 

S.  I  am  inclined  to  think  the  facts  thus  established 
create  an  equitable  lien  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
real  estate  in  question,  and  justify  the  decree  which  the 
court  below  made  in  the  premises.  The  only  defect  in 
the  findings  of  the  judg^,  (if  there  be  any,)  to  come  fully 
up  to  the  case  made  by  the  complaint,  (which  on  a  former 
hearing  was  adjudged  sufficient,)  is  the  absence  of  any 
finding  that  the  defendants  contemplated  a  fraud  when 
the  lumber  was  purchased.  As  I  have  before  stated,  I 
think  the  evidence  justifies  the  inference  of  an  intent  to 
defraud  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  and  perhaps  so  also 
on  the  part  of  the  wife.  Although  I  do  not  deem  the 
latter  fact  absolutely  indispensable  to  the  maintenance  of 
the  action,  if  she,  with  knowledge  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  lumber  was  obtained,  chose  to  appropri- 
ate to  fier  benefit  the  fruits  of  his  fraud  or  misrepresenta- 
tion, she  thereby  adopted  his  acts,  and  must  be  held 
responsible  for  them  to  the  extent  that  she  has  been 
benefited  by  them. 

The  case  presents  strong  equities  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  I  think  no  injustice  will  be  done  by  affirm- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  court  below. 

Some  of  the  findings  excepted  to  may  not  be  borne  out 
by  the  proof  to  the  very  letter,  but  it  by  no  means  fol- 
lows that  for  that  reason,  in  a  case  in  equity,  that  a  new 
trial  should  be  granted.  There  appears  to  be  no  direct 
proof  that  the  wife  was  in  humble  circumstances,  nor  that 
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both  hnsband  and  wife  kept  a  candy  and  yariety  store.  The 
defendants  (in  addition  to  the  general  question  arising 
upon  the  merits  of  the  whole  case)  rely  mainly  upon  the 
exception  to  the  judge's  refusal  to  find  that  the  lumber 
was  sold  to  the  defendant,  Charles  W.,  upon  his  sole  credit^ 
mthout  any  other  security  or  assurance  than  the  said  Charles 
W.^s  promise  to  pay  for  the  same.  I  think  the  judge  was 
warranted  by  the  evidence  in  refusing  so  to  find.  The 
lumber  was  not  sold  upon  the  sole  credit  of  Charles  W. 
Lillie,  but  in  part,  at  least,  upon  the  credit  of  the  real 
estate ;  nor  was  it  sold  without  other  security  or  assurance 
than  his  promise  to  pay  for  the  same.  On  the  contrary, 
it  was  sold  upon  the  assurance  that  he  owned  the  real  utaU^ 
and  it  was  doubtless  in  reliance  upon  that  representation 
that  the  sale  was  made  and  the  credit  given. 

On  the  whole,  I  discover  no  sound  reason  for  disturbing 
the  judgment  at  the  circuit,  and  I  think  it  should  be 
affirmed  with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
MinuLEBUooK  agt.  The  Merchants'  Bank. 

An  txeeu^or,  who  hai  obtained  probate  and  leiten  teitamentary  in  a  fitter  t ta/«, 
whara  ba  raddai^  eaa  diapoaa  (withont  action)  of  hit  teitaior'i  p^raomU  prapirty 
in  thU  Stat;  without  taking  oat  letters  aneiUaiy  here. 

^ew  York  Special  Term,  December,  1862. 

This  was  an  action  to  compel  the  bank  to  allow  the 
transfer  of  one  hundred  shares  of  their  stock  standing  in 
the  name  of  Robert  Middlebrook,  deceased,  to  his  son, 
Louis  N.  Middlebrook,  the  plaintiff.  The  facts  were  as  fol- 
lows :  The  deceased  was  a  resident  of  Trumbull,  in  the  pro- 
bate district  of  Bridgeport,  Connecticut,  and  died  in  May, 
1861.  By  his  last  will  he  gave  $16,000  of  bank  stock  to 
the  plaintiff,  to  be  selected  by  him  and  appraised,  and  he 
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appointed  three  perBons,  all  residents  of  Connecticut,  his 
executors.  The  executors  proved  the  will  in  the  probate 
court  for  the  district  of  Bridgeport ;  letters  testamentary 
were  granted  to  them,  and  thej  proceeded  to  settle  the 
estate  according  to  the  will.  The  testator  held  stock  in 
five  or  six  other  banks  in  this  citj.  The  plaintiff  selected 
one  hundred  shares  of  the  stock  in  defendants'  bank  as  a 
part  of  his  legacj.  The  shares  were  appraised,  and  the 
executors  executed,  in  Connecticut,  a  transfer  of  the 
diares  to  the  plaintiff,  who  applied  to  the  bank  for  leave 
to  transfer  the  item  into  his  own  name  on  the  transfer 
books  of  the  bank.  The  bank  refused  to  allow  the  trans- 
fer, on  the  ground  that  the  executors  had  no  right  to  dis- 
pose of  these  shares  without  first  taking  out  letters  tes- 
tamentary in  this  state. 

E.  SjBEUST  and  Wm.  Blms,  for  flaintiff. 

B.  W.  Bonnet  and  Alfued  Bos,  fwr  d£f§mdanis. 

Clseke,  Justice.  The  simple  question  in  this  case  is, 
whether  an  executor,  who  has  obtained  probate  and  let- 
ters testamentary  in  a  sister  state — the  residence  of  the 
executor,  and  where  the  testator  lived  and  died — can  dis- 
pose of  his  testator's  personal  property,  situated  here, 
without  taking  out  letters  ancillary  in  this  state. 

It  is  certain  that  no  person  can  maintain  an  action  in 
our  courts,  as  an  executor  or  administrator,  without  first 
taking  out  letters  ancillary  in  this  state.  That  is,  before 
he  seeks  the  aid  of  our  courts  to  enforce  any  legal  right 
in  this  state,  he  must  first  be  invested,  recognized  and 
commissioned,  in  his  representative  capacity,  by  the  ap- 
propriate jurisdiction  here. 

But  that  is  very  different  from  saying  that  he  cannot 
transfer  any  rights  existing  in  this  state — ^that  he  cannot 
sell  any  of  his  testator's  estate,  or  release  any  interest 
therein,  ^without  first  obtaining  letters  ancillary  here. 
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In  the  language  of  Ashu&bt,  J.,  in  Stniik  agt.  MUes,  (1 
T.  it.,  480,)  *'  the  executor  has  the  right  immediately  on 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  the  right  draws  after  it  a 
constmctive  possession.'^ 

The  probate  is  a  mere  ceremony,  but  when  passed,  the 
executor  does  not  derive  his  title  under  the  probate,  but 
under  the  will.  The  probate  is  only  evidence  of  his  right, 
and  is  necessary  to  enable  him  to  sue ;  but  he  may  release, 
Ac,  before  probate.  {See,  also,  Valentine  agt.  Jackson,  9 
Wend.,  302;  Babcock  agt.  Booth,  2  Hill,  181.)  If  the  ex- 
ecutor,  then,  can,  before  probate,  dispose  of  his  testator's 
property,  situated  or  not  in  the  place  where  his  testator 
had  resided,  he  certainly  can  dispose  of  it  after  probate, 
although  he  cannot  enforce  the  possession  of  it  under  a 
foreign  jurisdiction,  without  complying  with  the  prelimi- 
nary requirements  of  the  laws  of  that  jurisdiction. 

The  plaintiff,  I  think,  is  clearly  entitled  to  judgment. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Jules  Ju&oshsen  agt.  James  At.kxawper. 

Wh«Te  It  !i  slioini  I17  eriaraee  tkat  tk«  dsfendukt  has  riolfttod  %  wbU  known  trad^ 
mmtk  of  Uie  plftintiff,  he  will  b«  p$rp€iunUy  mijai»§d  and  rertrainsd  by  the 
eosrt  from  diipoting  of,  selling,  or  eaoslng  to  be  duj^ed  of  or  aold,  any  of  the 
ertieles  bearing  the  false,  rimuUtied  or  sparione  stamp  or  mark. 

And  the  defendant  will  be  reqaired  to  prodnee,  before  a  r^ftf  appointed  by  the 
eonrt,  sneh  spnrions  artioles  which  at  the  time  of  the  eommeneement  of  the  aetion 
were  in  his  possession,  for  the  purpose  of  baring  the  spnrioas  trade  mark  traied 
or  liberated  therefrom,  by  or  onder  the  direetion  of  the  referee,  at  the  eoft  mitd 
expend  qf  the  d^fbudant,  with  the  eo$t$  and  dUhureemnnU  of  the  aotloA. 

Jfew  York  Special  Term,  Dec,  1862. 

The  plaintiff  brought  his  action  against  the  defendant 
for  an  infringement  of  his  well  known  trade  mark,  "  Jules 
Jurgensen,"  engraved  on  the  cap  or  inside  back  of  each 
of  his  own  genuine  watches. 
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The  action  was  tried  before  the  court  without  a  jurj, 
who,  after  hearing  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  the 
parties,  found  the  following  facts  and  conclusions  of  law 
thereon. 

Flatt,  Gera&d  and  Buckley,  Jlttomeys,  and  Thomas 

G.  T.  Buckley,  dninsel^  for  plaintiff'. 
J.  Van  Winkle,  Jlttomey  and  Counselyfor  defendant 

Bkabt,  J.  First — That  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  and  for  twenty  years  previous  thereto, 
the  above  named  plainti£f  was  a  manufacturer  and  vendor 
of  watches,  carrying  on  his  business  in  Switzerland  and 
Copenhagen* 

That  the  trade  mark  used  by  him  for  the  purpose  of 
distinguishing  and  designating  the  watches  manufactured 
by  him  was  ''Jules  Jurgensen,  Copenhagen,"  and  that 
said  trade  mark  was  so  used  and  employed  by  him  on  all 
such  watches  so  manufactured  or  sold  by  him ;  being 
inscribed  on  the  cap  or  inside  back  of  each  watch. 

Second. — That  said  watches,  so  manufactured  and  sold 
by  the  plaintiff,  bearing  such  trade  mark  or  device,  were 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action,  bought, 
sold,  and  dealt  in  by  dealers  in  watches  and  others,  on 
the  faith  and  credit  of  the  said  trade  mark,  and  that  the 
same  had  acquired  a  wide  spread  reputation,  and  an 
extensive  sale. 

Third. — That  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  the  defendant  being  a  dealer  in  watches  and  other 
merchandise,  had  in  his  possession,  at  his  place  of  busi- 
ness, in  the  city  of  New  York,  exposed  for  sale,  four 
watches,  purporting  to  be  manufactured  and  made  by  the 
above-named  plaintiff,  and  bearing  the  trade  mark  '*  Jules 
Jurgensen,  Copenhagen." 

That  said  watches  were  not,  in  fact,  manufactured  or 
made  by  the  said  plaintiff,  but  were  of  a  much  inferior 
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quality  and  description,  and  that  Baid  trade  mark  thereon 
was  false,  simulated,  and  spurious. 

And  having  in  and  by  said  decision  determined,  as  a 
conclusion  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
judgment  hereinafter  set  forth,  I  direct  the  same  to  be 
entered  accordingly : 

First.  —  That  the  defendant,  James  Alexander,  his 
agents,  clerks,  servants,  and  all  persons  employed  under 
or  in  connection  with  him,  be  perpetually  enjoined  and 
restrained  from  disposing  of,  selling,  or  causing  to  be  dis- 
posed of  or  sold,  any  watches  bearing  the  false,  simulated 
and  spurious  stamp  or  mark,  "  Jules  Jurgensen,  Gophen- 
hagen." 

Second, — That  the  said  defendant  do  produce  before 
Nathaniel  Jarvis,  Jr.,  Esquire,  appointed  herein  referee 
for  such  purpose,  the  said  watches,  which  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  this  suit  w^re  in  defendant's  posses- 
sion, and  had  upon  them  the  said  false,  simulated  and 
spurious  trade  mark,  to  be  erased  or  liberated  therefrom, 
by  or  under  the  direction  of  the  said  referee,  at  the  cost 
and  expense  of  the  said  defendant. 

Third. — That  the  said  plaintiff,  Jules  Jurgensen,  do 
recover  against  the  said  defendant,  James  Alexander,  his 
costs  and  disbursements,  adjusted  at  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  and  thirty-one  cents,  and 
that  the  said  plaintiff  have  execution  therefor. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Elkin,  plaintiff  in  error  agt.  The  People,  defendants  in 

error. 


VhenoBaBtedMMiitfor  mi$d€m€am&r,  it  ^ffeaw  €bU  tto  gftiw  eoiiiiitt  of  % 

i€rU»  qf  aeti,  and  a  part  of  the  Mriea  ii  a  eomptota  mMemMaor,  than  oaa  b« 
no  mtrger  im  a  ftlony^  and  the  eonyietion  for  a  miedemeaaor  wiU  be  fattaliiedy 
although  ^e  erldenoe  may  ahow  the  eommiMion  of  an  aet  of  felony. 
Bat  where,  on  noh  indietment,  the  aet  whioh  ii  the  gift  of  the  iadietamt  it  a 
HngU  actf  and  the  eridenoe  ihowi  the  eommiMion  of  a  fU<Mt^»  the  mJideweanor 
may  b^  merged  in  the  felony. 

JVeto  York  General  Term,  Oct.,  1862. 

Inobaham,  R^rkabd  and  Glebke,  Justiees. 

By  the  court,  Clebke,  Jnatice.  I.  On  an  indictment 
for  a  miBdemeanor,  and  where  the  act  which  is  the  gist  of 
the  indictment  is  a  single  act,  and  the  evidence  shows  the 
commission  of  a  felony,  the  former  maj  be  merged  in  the 
latter ;  and  there  are  several  authorities  which  maintain 
that  the  prisoner  should  be  acquitted  of  the  misdemeanor, 
in  order  that  he  may  be  indicted  for  the  felony.  {Com- 
fnanufealth  agt.  Roby,  12  Pick.,  496,  608 ;  Same  agt.  Kings- 
hury,  5  Mass.,  106 ;  Rex  agt.  Cross,  1  Ld.  Raymond,  711.) 
But,  where  the  offence  consists  of  a  series  of  acts,  and  a 
part  of  the  series  is  a  complete  misdemeanor,  there  can 
be  no  merger,  and  the  conviction  for  a  misdemeanor  will 
be  sustained.  {The  Queen  agt.  Button,  63  Eng.  C.  L.  R., 
947,  112,  D.  929.) 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  as  well  as  in  the  case 
to  which  I  have  just  referred,  the  indictment  was  for  a 
conspiracy,  which  is  a  misdemeanor  and  nothing  more, 
whatever  may  have  been  done  by  the  conspirators  in 
pursuance  of  it.  Conspiracy  may  be  followed  by  a  series 
of  overt  acts ;  but  the  offence  is  distinct  from  them,  and 
complete  without  them.  The  misdemeanor  of  which  the 
defendant  was  convicted  cannot  be  made  identical  with 
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any  felonious  act,  even  if  the  indictment  expressly  set 
forth  or  the  evidence  showed  that  the  conspiracy  was 
consummated  by  a  felonious  act. 

In  the  words  of  Lord  Denman,  in  Tke  Queen  agt.  Button^ 
we  are  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  for  a  misdemeanor 
ought  to  be  sustained,  even  if  the  evidence  proving  it 
proved  also  that  it  was  part  of  a  felony,  and  that  such 
felony  had  been  completed. 

II.  The  indictment  contains  all  necessary  words  to 
make  it  oonform  to  the  legal  definition  of  the  offence.  It 
alleges  a  conspiracy,  and  then  sets  forth  that  the  conspi- 
rators, well  knowing  that  Laube  was  not  guilty  of  the 
offence  which  they  charged  against  him,  they  procured 
one  Josephine  Westerdoff  to  appear  before  a  police  justice 
and  falsely  swear,  &c. 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  objects,  that  the  words 
*'  falsely  and  maliciously"  are  in  the  wrong  place,  as  they 
precede  and  relate  exclusively  to  the  conspiracy,  and  do 
not,  in  any  degree  relate  or  attach  to  the  object  of  the 
conspirators — ^the  arrest.  If  these  words  were  absolutely 
indispensable  at  all,  the  counsel  would  probably  be  right; 
it  was  not  necessary  that  they  should  precede  and  relate 
to  the  conspiracy,  which  would  be  sufficiently  alleged 
without  them ;  and  as  to  the  purpose — the  arrest — the 
falsity  and  malice  of  this  are  sufficiently  shown  by  stating, 
that  the  conspirators  well  knew  that  he  was  not  guilty  of 
the  offence.  The  statement  of  this  fact  is  much  more 
effective  and  satisfactory  than  if  the  words  averring 
falsity  and  malice  were  employed,  without  this  statement; 
and  to  employ  them,  in  addition  to  the  statement  of  their 
knowledge  of  Laube's  innocence,  would  be  superfluous. 
So  that  the  indictment  could  dispense  altogether  with  the 
words  complained  of;  and  their  insertion  in  any  part  of 
the  indictment  does  not  vitiate  it.  They  are  only  harm- 
less surplusage. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
Vol.  XXIV.  18 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
John  Obtell  agt.  William  B&ouoh. 

Whore  oonsignmenti  of  lumber  are  made  by  the  oonsignor  to  the  ooosigoee  under  a 
eontraot  between  them  that  the  eonsignee  is  to  lell  the  tame  on  commU$ioi^  at 
•ifht  per  eent.,  whieh  is  to  inelode  a  premium  for  guarmUy  qf  9aU»,  and  to 
aooount  for  the  net  prooeeds,  after  dedaeting  oharges  and  oommissionsy  the  eon- 
signee  aets  in  tkjldueiary  eapaeUy,  and  is  liable  to  arrest  for  not  paying  OT«r 
the  proeeeds  xeeeived  from  purehaeers. 

Jl  $§9m9,  that  where  the  pnrehaser  does  not  pay,  and  the  eomignAr  or  owner  of  the 
lumber  sues  the  oonsignee  for  the  prioe  upon  the  e^mtract  qffputrwUyf  the  latter 
is  to  be  eonsidered  as  a  nere  debtor,  and  not  liable  to  arrest. 

Albany  Special  Term,  April,  I860. 
Motion  by  defendant  to  vacate  order  of  arrest  or  reduce 
the  amount  of  bail,  which  was  originally  fixed  at  $10,000. 

W.  A.  Beach,  ybr  defendant. 
Iryino  Brown,  for  plaintiff. 

HoGEBOOM,  Justice.  The  defendant  moves,  upon  the 
pleadings  and  papers  in  this  action,  to  vacate  the  order 
of  arrest,  or,  if  that  be  denied,  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
bail. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  lumber  dealer  in  Montreal,  and 
according  to  the  defendant's  answer  consigned  lumber  to 
the  defendant  at  West  Troy,  to  be  by  him  sold  on  com- 
mission, such  commission  being  eight  per  cent.,  which 
included  a  premium  for  guaranteeing  sales,  and  to  account 
for  the  net  proceeds,  after  deducting  charges  and  com- 
missions. 

Independent  of  the  question  of  guaranty,  money  received 
by  the  defendant  for  sales  made  under  such  an  agreement, 
was,  according  to  several  adjudications,  money  received 
by  a  person  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  and  rendered  the 
party  liable  to  arrest  for  misappropriating  it,  {Frost  agt. 
McCarger,U  How.,   131;    Stall  agt.  King,  8  fibto.,  298; 
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Holbrook  agt.  Homer,  6  How.,  86 ;  Turner  agt.  Thompson,  2 
AhhoU,  444 ;  Schudder  agt.  S^Ate/Z^,  17  IZbu^.,  420.) 

Is  the  relation  of  the  parties  in  this  particular  sub- 
stantially altered  by  the  fact  that  the  consignee  guarantees 
the  sales  made  by  him,  receiving  an  additional  compensa- 
tion therefor  ?  Is  he  any  the  less  the  consignee  of  the 
lumber,  receiving  it  for  the  purpose  of  sale,  and  bound  to 
account  for  the  proceeds  ?  It  is  true  the  consignor  has 
an  additional  security  in  the  personal  responsibility  of 
consignee  for  the  sales  made ;  but  I  think  that  circum- 
stance does  not  destroy  the  fiduciary  relation.  The 
property  sold  is  still,  until  sold,  the  property  of  the  con- 
signor ;  and  when  sold,  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  belong 
to  him.  If  received  by  the  consignee,  he  is  bound,  accord- 
ing to  his  own  statement  of  the  contract,  to  return  or 
account  for  them  to  the  consignor  ;  and  so  bound  I  think 
by  the  obligations  of  this  peculiar  relation.  He  received 
the  goods  upon  the  special  trust  and  confidence  that  he 
would  do  so  ;  and  he  receives  an  extra  compensation  for 
making  the  sales  to  trustworthy  and  responsible  purchas- 
ers. Where  the  purchaser  does  not  pay,  and  the  vendor 
(the  original  owner)  sues  the  consignee  for  the  value  or 
price  upon  the  contract  of  guaranty,  it  may  be  that  he  is 
to  be  treated  as  a  mere  debtor,  and  not  liable  to  arrest ; 
but  where  the  purchaser  does  pay,  and  the  proceeds  of 
sale  come  into  the  hands  of  the  consignee,  I  think  he 
holds  them  as  a  trustee  for  his  principal,  and  is  subject 
to  arrest  for  their  misappropriation.  Suppose  by  the 
conditions  of  the  sale  the  purchaser  had  agreed  to  pay, 
and  had  paid  in  certain  commodities,  instead  of  money, 
is  there  any  doubt  that  if  the  defendant  had  received 
them,  he  would  hold  them  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintifi*, 
and  that  they  would  belong  to  the  latter,  and  would  be 
recoverable  by  him  under  the  terms  of  the  original  fidu- 
ciary relation  ?  I  think  this  is  the  most  fair  and  reason- 
able construction  of  the  contract  between  the  consignor 
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and  consignee,  and  that  the  contract  of  guaranty  is  merely 
superadded  to  the  other  and  does  not  destroy  the  fidu- 
ciary relation,  unless  it  be  in  the  single  case  where  the 
vendor  prosecutes  upon  the  guaranty. 

As  to  that  part  of  the  application  which  seeks  to  reduce 
the  bail,  I  confess  to  some  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the 
true  amount  which  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  recover. 
The  parties  are  directly  at  issue  on  this  point,  and  the 
evidence  is  sufficient  I  think,  on  this  preliminary  investi- 
gation, to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  such  security  as  an  order 
of  arrest  will  give  him,  to  the  amount  of  $8,000.  The 
bail  may  be  reduced  to  that  amount.  The  cost  of  making 
and  opposing  the  motion  may  abide  the  event  of  the 
action. 


SUPREME  COUBT. 
The  People  agt.  John  Mauch. 

On  an  indietment  for  keeping  a  disorderly  houM€,  the  oharaeter  of  the  ; 

not  be  prored  by  general  relation. 
No  one  ihoQld  be  ooavieted  of  any  eriminfcl  offenee  apon  mtre  ripulalio»  «r 


Jfiw  York  General  Term,  Jfav.,  1862. 

Writ  of  error  to  the  general  sessions  on  exceptions 
taken  to  a  judgment  of  conviction  for  keeping  a  disorderly 
house. 

Nelson  J.  WAT£RBURy,ybr  peop/e. 
E.  W.  Dodge, /or  defendant. 

By  the  court,  Ingraham,  P.  Justice.  The  prisoner  was 
indicted  for  keeping  a  disorderly  house.  On  the  trial, 
the  prosecution  offered  to  show  the  character  of  the  house 
in  which  the  defendant  lived,  from  reputation.    This  was 
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objected  to,  but  admitted,  and  the  prisoner's  coansel 
excepted. 

The  point  involTed  is  whether  the  character  of  the 
house  can  be  proved  bj  general  repntation.  Formerly, 
the  rale  was  settled  by  Raddiff^  Ma/yor^  in  Raihhone^s  caie, 
(1  vol.  City  Hall  Recorder ^  26,)  that  particular  acts  were 
not  admissible  to  prove  a  honse  disorderly,  but  that  it 
must  be  proved  by  general  reputation  of  the  honse. 

This  decision  has,  I  believe,  been  very  generally  fol- 
lowed in  this  city  since. 

In  Pennsylvania,  in  Commonwealth  agt«  Stewart ^  (1  Set' 
geofU  4r  Ittfto/e,  842,)  the  contrary  doctrine  was  held. 

I  have  never  been  able  to  understand  the  principle  upon 
which  such  a  rule  was  established.  Where  the  question 
is  as  to  character,  there  the  rule  has  been  settled,  that  it 
is  to  be  proven  by  the  reputation  in  which  a  person  is 
held  by  his  neighbors.  Yet  there  is  no  judge  who  has 
not  at  times  seen  the  injustice  of  this  rule,  in  cases  where 
witnesses  have  become  exasperated  at  individuals  from 
some  private  cause,  often  of  mere  non-payment  of  debts, 
and  who  on  cross«exami nation,  have  shown  their  opinion 
.  of  a  man's  character  has  been  formed  from  such  causes 
rather  than  from  bis  general  reputation.  There  is  no 
other  offenoe  in  which  general  reputation  is  considered 
sufficient  to  convict  a  man  of  crime,  and  when  we  reflect 
how  such  reputation  is  made  up,  not  from  proof  of  facts, 
nor  from  the  relation  of  actual  occurrences,  but  rather 
from  gossip,  tale-bearing,  prejudices,  and  other  similar 
means,  we  may  well  hesitate  at  the  propriety  of  permit- 
ting suph  evidence  to  be  sufficient  to  blast  a  man's 
character,  or  to  consign  him  to  a  prison*  The  difficulty 
seems  to  be  in  ascertaining  a  proper  mode  of  proving 
such'&cts  as  will  make  out  the  character  of  a  house.  I 
see  no  difficulty  in  submitting  to  the  jury  under  oath  the 
same  evidence  upon  which  individuals  out  of  doors,  not 
under  oath,  make  up  a  man's  general  character.    One 
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hears  one  story,  another  hears  another  story,  and  these 
are  repeated  from  one  to  another  until  they  become 
changed  into  proof  of  general  reputation.  Instead  of 
taking  it  second,  third,  or  fourth  hand  from  others,  it 
would  be  better  to  submit  to  the  jury  the  series  of  occur- 
rences at  the  house,  from  which  they  could  form  the 
opinion,  whether  the  occurrences  there  were  such  as 
to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  general  management 
of  the  house  was  such  as  to  bring  it  within  the  descrip- 
tion of  a  disorderly  house. 

Such  was  in  fact  the  course  of  the  evidence  in  this 
case.  The  prosecution  proved  that  prostitution  and  fight- 
ing occurred  there,  and  the  defendant  produced  evidence 
to  the  contrary. 

If  a  house  was  proved  to  have  been  used  for  such  pur- 
poses, that  rows  and  fights  were  of  frequent  occurrence, 
that  noise  sufficient  to  disturb  the  neighborhood  was  often 
permitted,  or  matters  of  a  similar  character,  a  jury  would 
be  much  better  able  to  form  the  opinion  as.  to  the  char- 
acter of  the  house,  than  from  opinions  of  policemen  who 
had  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  occurrences  from  which 
they  formed  their  opinions. 

In  the  case  of  receiving  stolen  goods,  the  general  repu- 
tation of  the  house,  that  it  was  frequented  by  thieves, 
has  been  held  inadmissible.  The  rules  of  evidence  in 
criminal  are  generally  the  same  as  in  civil  cases,  and 
whatever  difference  exists,  it  is  that  the  caution  in 
criminal  cases  requires  a  stricter  rule  to  be  enforced  than 
in  civil  actions. 

In  civil  suits,  reputation  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain 
a  cause  of  action.  It  will  not  prove  a  partnership  or  a 
custom,  without  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  witness  of 
such  custom  being  acted  upon,  nor  of  agency,  and  many 
other  matters  which  might  be  enumerated. 

In  the  People  agt.  Carey^  (4  Park.  C.  Rep.,  p.  238,)  may 
be  found  a  case  where  a  keeper  of  a  disorderly  house  was 
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convicted  npon  proof  of  the  various  occurrences  from 
which  the  opinion  as  to  the  character  of  the  house  is 
formed,  and  such  opinion  may  be  much  better  formed  from 
witnesses  who  testify,  than  from  the  opinions  of  those  who 
give  no  reasons  therefor. 

No  one  should  be  convicted  of  any  criminal  offence  upon 
mere  reputation  or  rumors,  and  the  evidence  in  this  case 
should  not  have  been  admitted. 

In  Wharton  Cr.  Law^  sec.  661,  it  is  said  that  evidence 
of  general  reputation  as  to  a  gaming  house,  or  disorderly 
house,  is  not  admissible,  and  at  section  3,290,  it  is  said 
that  proof  of  the  character  of  the  women  who  frequent 
such  a  house,  the  character  and  behavior  of  ^he  men,  and 
the  effects  upon  the  neighborhood,  is  admissible.  The 
2,393d  section  does  not  establish  any  different  rule.  It  says 
that  the  particular  acts  need  not  be  proven,  but  that  com- 
mon reputation  as  to  the  defendants  and  the  character  of 
the  houses  they  keep,  and  the  persons  visiting  them,  is 
admissible.  This  rule  is  stated  to  be  on  the  case  of 
United  States  agt.  Stevens^  (4  Cranch^  C.  C.  Rep.,  341 ;)  an 
examination  of  that  case  will  show  that  no  other  evidence 
than  reputation  of  the  character  of  the  persons  who  fre- 
quented the  house  was  admitted ;  and  in  the  United  States 
agt.  Jardine^  (4  Cranch,  C.  C.  R.,  p.  338,)  it  was  expressly 
held  that  such  general  evidence  was  not  admissible. 

The  conviction  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
ordered  in  the  sessions. 
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Tbe  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York  agt.  Charles  Y.  Lyons  and 
Wm.  H.  Charlock. 

In  an  aotion  on  a  constable* 9  bond,  in  tbe  city  of  New  York,  the  plaintiff  ii  irregU' 
lar  to  enter  up  a  general  judgment  for  the  sum  mentioned  In  hia  oomplaint, 
where  the  defendanta'  answer  has  been  a^jndged  frirolona. 

Ha  ihonld  enter  np  judgment  for  the  penaUy  qf  the  bond,  and  then  more  thii  oonrty 
under  the  aot  of  1813,  for  an  order  directing  so  mnoh  money  to  be  leyied  upon  the 
Judgment  as  shall  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  plaintiff  his  debt  or  damages  reeoTered, 
withoosts. 

If  the  defendants  appeal  to  the  general  tenn«  from  such  an  inegnlar  judgment, 
they  waive  the  irregularity ;  and  if  judgment  is  given  against  them  on  the 
appeal,  they  eannot  afterwards  more  to  have  the  Judgment  set  aside  fbr  the 
inegnlwclty. 

An  error  in  the  mode  of  entering  up  a  judgment  cannot  be  reyiewed  on  appeal. 

But  the  defendants,  having  lost  the  right  to  move,  upon  the  ground  of  irregularity, 
to  set  asld«  the  Judgment,  eannot  eompUin  of  an  order  of  the  oourt  direeting  that 
the  judgment  be  entered  up  properly;  that  other  suitors^  if  any  there  should  be, 
may  be  enabled  to  have  the  amounts  recovered  by  them  levied  under  this  judg- 
ment in  the  way  in  which  the  statnte  prorides.  * 

General  Term,  January,  1863. 

Daly,  Brady  and  Hilton,  Judges. 

Appeal  from  judgment  at  special  term. 

By  the  court,  Daly,  F.  J.  This  judgment  was  undoubt- 
edly irregular.  The  condition  of  the  bond  upon  which  the 
action  was  brought  was,  that  the  defendant  Lyons  would 
well  and  faithfully  execute  the  ofiBce  of  constable ;  and  the 
mode  of  proceeding  in  an  action  upon  bonds  of  this  nature 
is  regulated  in  part  by  the  147th  section  of  the  act  to 
reduce  several  laws  relating  to  the  city  of  New  York,  into 
one  act,  {Rev.  Laws  of  1813,  p.  396,)  and  in  part  by  art  2, 
title  4,  chap.  6,  part  3  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  pointing 
out  the  mode  of  proceeding  in  action  upon  bonds  for  the 
performance  of  covenants.  It  is  not,  in  the  sense  of  the 
fifth  section  of  the  article  referred  to  in  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, a  bond  for  the  payment  of  money.  The  description 
of  bond  there  meant  is  for  the  payment  of  money  in  gross, 
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the  amount  and  the  time  for  the  payment  of  which  is  fixed 
by  the  condition  of  the  bond,  and  in  ivhich  no  asaewunent 
of  damages  is  necessary,  as  nothing  remains  but  to  compute 
the  amount  of  interest,  which  may  be  ascertained  by  the 
clerk,  {Grahatn^s  Pr.j  803,  2d  ed.;)  but  it  comes  under  the 
general  class  there  referred  to,  in  which  the  plaintiff  must 
set  out  in  his  complaint  the  specific  breaches  for  which  the 
action  is  brought.  This  article  in  the  Revised  Statutes  is 
not  repealed ;  the  only  modification  that  it  has  undergone 
being  the  provision  of  the  Code  which  allows  the  court  to 
take  the  proof,  or  to  order  a  reference  to  ascertain  the 
damages,  when  a  judgment  is  taken  in  an  action  upon  such 
a  bond  by  default. 

The  147th  section  of  the  act  of  1813  declares:  that  where 
a  recovery  is  had  against  a  constable  by  a  party  aggrieved 
through  the  o£Bcer's  default  or  miaoonducty  that  such  party 
may  obtain  an  order  in  this  court  that  the  bond  be  put  in 
suit,  and  if  judgment  is  recovered,  the  act  directs  that  this 
court  shall,  upon  motion,  direct  so  much  money  to  be  levied 
upon  the  judgment  as  shall  be  sufiEicient  to  pay  the  party 
the  debt  or  damages  so  recovered,  with  costs  to  be  paid  to 
the  party  aggrieved.  If  there  has  been  an  appearance  in 
the  cause,  this  motion  must  be  made  upon  notice  to  the 
opposite  party,  {King  agt.  Stafford,  6  Haw.,  30 ;)  and  since 
the  Code,  (^  246,)  the  court,  instead  of  directing  an  assess- 
ment, as  was  formerly  the  practice,  or  a  reference,  may 
hear  the  proof  in  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  against  the 
officer,  and  if  satisfied  of  the  fact,  make  the  order  provided 
for  in  the  act  referred  to.  Instead  of  doing  this,  the  plain- 
tiff,  upon  its  being  adjudged  that  the  answer  was  frivolous, 
took  a  general  judgment  for  the  sum  mentioned  in  his  com- 
plaint,  which  was  erroneous.  He  should  have  entered  up 
judgment  for  the  penalty  of  the  bond,  and  then  moved  the 
court  for  the  order  provided  for  by  the  act  of  1813. 

But  although  the  mode  in  which  the  judgment  was  en- 
tered was  irregular,  the  defendants  waived  the  irregularity 
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by  appealing  from  the  judgment  to  the  general  term  ;  and 
judgment  having  been  given  against  them  on  the  appeal, 
they  could  not  afterwards  move  to  have  the  judgment  set 
aside  for  irregularity.  It  is  a  general  and  long-established 
rule,  in  all  applications  to  set  aside  proceedings  for  irregu- 
larity, that  the  party  complaining  of  it  must  make  bis 
application  at  the  first  opportunity  after  he  has  knowledge 
of  the  fact,  and  before  any  further  proceedings  have  been 
had.  It  is,  said  Lord  Eenton,  in  Pearson  agt.  Rauling^  (1 
Eait^  77,)  '*  the  universal  practice  of  the  court,  that  when 
there  has  been  an  irregularity,  if  the  party  overlook  it  and 
take  subsequent  steps  in  the  cause,  he  cannot  afterwards 
revert  back  to  the  irregularity  and  object  to  it ;"  and  to  the 
same  eflfect  are  D^ Argent  agt.  Vivant,  (1  East,  330;)  Fox 
agt.  Money,  (1  Bos.  4r  PuL,  250 ;)  The  King  agt.  Perry,  (6 
T.  R.,  464  0  PetHe  agt.  WMte,  (4  id.  10.)  At  first  it  was 
questioned  whether  the  rule  was  not  confined  to  cases 
where  the  party  complaining  of  the  irregularity  had  taken 
some  subsequent  step,  but  in  Downs  agt.  WUherington,  (2 
Taun.j  243,)  it  was  held  to  apply  equally,  where  the  party, 
with  knowledge  of  the  irregularity,  remained  passive,  and 
allowed  the  other  party  to  take  a  subsequent  step  ;  and  in 
Thorpe  agt.  Beer,  (2  Bam.  if  Aid.,  648,)  as  indicating  the 
general  policy  of  the  courts  upon  the  subject,  it  was  held 
that,  where  a  party  moves  for  irregularity,  he  is  bound  to 
state  every  irregularity  of  which  he  wishes  to  take  advan- 
tage, and  is  considered  to  have  waived  all  those  which  he 
does  not  state  at  the  time.  The  principle  of  this  rule 
applies  equally,  whether  the  motion  is  made  before  or  after 
judgment.  In  Jones  agt.  Dunning,  (2  John.  C,  74,)  the 
defendant  moved  after  judgment,  and  the  court  denied  the 
application  upon  the  ground  that  they  had  8u£fered  two 
terms  of  the  court  to  go  by,  when  it  was  to  be  presumed 
that  they  had  notice  of  the  proceedings  against  them ;  and 
to  the  same  effect  are.  Sharp  agt.  Pell,  (10  John.,  497;) 
Rou>an  agL  Lytle,  (4  Coto.,  91 ;)  Graham's  Practice,  (702, 
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2d  ed.)  The  defendants  in  the  present  case  knew  of  the 
irregularity,  as  they  appealed  from  the  judgment ;  and  if 
they  wished  to  avail  themselves  of  it,  they  should  have 
moved  to  set  the  judgment  aside,  instead  of  taking  an 
appeal  from  the  order  directing  the  entry  of  the  judgment, 
and  from  the  judgment.  The  error  in  the  mode  of  enter- 
ing np  the  judgment  conld  not  be  reviewed  upon  appeal. 
Whitehead  agt.  Mien,  (28  Barb.,  661 ;)  King  agt.  Stafford, 
(5  HoTD.,  30.)  The  appeal,  therefore,  must  have  been 
brought  upon  other  grounds,  or  for  delay  ;  and  it  is  not  to 
be  tolerated  that  a  party,  knowing  that  the  judgment  is 
irregularly  entered  up,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  appeal  from 
it  to  the  general  term ;  and  if  he  fails  there,  go  to  the  conrt 
of  appeals ;  and  ultimately  failing  to  get  the  judgment 
reversed,  be  permitted  to  do  then,  what  he  ought  to  have 
done  in  the  beginning  without  putting  the  other  party  to 
the  expense  and  trouble  of  the  appeal ;  that  is,  to  naove 
the  court  to  set  the  judgment  aside  as  irregularly  entered. 
It  may  be  said  that  as  the  error  consists  in  the  way  in 
which  the  judgment  was  entered,  that  the  court  ought, 
for  the  benefit  of  other  parties  who  may  recover  judgment 
against  the  same  officer,  see  that  it  is  properly  entered  up 
for  the  penalty.  We  do  not  know  that  any  other  parties 
will  have  occasion  to  bring  suits  against  this  officer,  and 
we  can  see  that  no  injustice  has  been  done,  as  this  judg- 
ment is  for  the  amount  which  the  party  would  in  any  event 
be  entitled  to ;  or,  as  was  done  in  Martin  agt.  Lott,  (4  Mb. 
R.,  366,)  the  defendants'  application  could  have  been  de- 
nied, with  costs,  upon  the  ground  that  they  had  lost  the 
right  to  make  it ;  and  for  the  benefit  of  other  parties,  should 
any  recover  judgments  against  the  officer  for  official  mis- 
conduct, and  that  the  defendants  may  not  be  made  liable 
in  any  event  beyond  the  penal  limits  of  their  bond,  the 
plaintiff  could,  and  under  the  circumstances  should,  have 
been  permitted  to  amend  his  judgment  by  entering  it  up 
for  the  penalty,  with  a  further  judgment  that  he  have  exe- 
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cution  for  the  amount  recovered  against  the  officer,  and 
costs. 

The  order  appealed  from  should,  in  my  opinion,  be 
modified  to  that  effect.  The  defendants  having  lost  the 
right  to  move,  upon  the  ground  of  irregularity,  cannot 
complain  of  an  order  directing  that  the  judgment  be  en* 
tered  up  properly ;  that  other  suitors,  if  any  there  should 
be,  may  be  enabled  to  have  the  amounts  recovered  by  them 
levied  under  this  judgment  in  the  way  in  which  the  statute 
provides.     {Dame$*  LawSf  549.) 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Joseph  Abels  agt.  Isaac  N.  Westervelt  and  Henry  Camp. 

Th«  proptrtff  •/  a  eopttrtnBnkip  oanoot  1m  wised  and  told  oa  ui  attaehnuni 
iMued  againat  one  of  the  partners  only.  It  U  only  the  interut  in  the  property 
of  the  partner  in  the  attaohment  that  oan  be  aeiied  and  lold,  which  if  hb  share 
In  the  9urplu9  of  the  property,  after  payment  of  the  partnership  debts. 

The  other  partner  has  a  rigbt>  as  against  saoh  an  atteehment>  to  r4tai»  the  property 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts  of  the  partnership. 

Jfew  York  General  Term^  September^  1862. 

Ingrahabt,  LsoNARn  and  Bosekrans,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  ati  order  of  special  term. 

By  the  court,  Bosekrans,  Justice.  The  order  of  the 
special  term  should  be  affirmed. 

Westcott  obtained  a  judgment  in  the  marine  court  against 
the  defendants  upon  a  debt  which  they  owed  as  partners. 
A  transcript  of  this  judgment  was  filed  on  the  first  day  of 
October,  1860,  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  and  an  execution  issued  on  the  same 
day  to  the  sheriff  of  that  county,  who  levied  upon  the  part^ 
nership  property  of  defendants,  and  sold  it,  and  realized 
the  fund  which  is  the  subject  of  this  motion.  The  plaintiff 
in  this  action  obtained  his  judgment  several  days  after 
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Wesicott's  execution  was  issued.  He  claims,  however,  tbe 
money  in  the  sheriff's  hands  should  be  applied  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  judgment,  because,  in  September,  1860,  he 
obtained  an  attachment  in  his  action  against  Westervelt  & 
Camp,  directing  the  sheriff  to  attach  the  property  of  Wes- 
tervelt alone,  the  attachment  having  been  issued  upon  an 
affidavit  that  Westervelt  was  a  non-resident  of  the  state, 
and  that  by  virtue  of  that  attachment  the  sheriff  seized  tbe 
property  sold  on  Westcott's  execution,  several  days  before 
Westcott  obtained  his  judgment.  Now,  it  is  well  settled, 
that  upon  an  attachment  against  the  property  of  one  part- 
ner, the  sheriff  can  only  seize  the  interest  in  the  property 
of  the  defendant  in  the  attachment,  and  that  interest,  in 
the  case  of  partnership,  is  the  share  of  the  partner  in  the 
surplus  of  the  property  after  the  payment  of  the  partner- 
ship debts.  The  sheriff  could  not,  under  Abels'  attach- 
ment, take  the  property  of  the  partnership,  which  was  sold 
on  Westcott's  execution.  Camp,  as  partner,  was  entitled 
to  retain  it  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts  of  the  part- 
nership. {In  the  matter  of  Smithy  an  absconding  debtor j  16 
John,  R,y  102;  Stoutenburgh  agt.  Stoutenburgh  ^  Vander- 
burgh,  7  How.  Pr.  jR.,  229  ;  Sears  agt.  Geam,  id.,  383.) 

The  execution  of  Westcott  has  a  priority  over  the  attach- 
ment of  Abels.  All  of  the  defects  in  the  execution  6f  West- 
cott, which  are  urged  by  Abels,  are  amendable,  and  cannot 
be  raised  by  any  one  except  the  defendant  in  the  execu- 
tion. 

The  order  of  special  term  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

InoaAHAM  and  Leonard,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
HsNRY  Thompson  agt.  Dudley  G-.  Culyee. 

A  matUm  to  aet  adde  an  attachment,  mtkj  b«  made  V^«r  judgment  in  iho  aetion. 
The  jndement  doei  not  tuperade  the  attaohment.  (TAit  <«  advert*  to  Seheib 
agt.  Baldwin,  22  How.  Pr.  R.,  278.) 

J^Tetv  York  General  Term,  JSTovember,  1862. 

Ingraham,  Leonard  and  Peckham,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term, 
denying  a  motion  made  by  the  defendant  to  set  aside  the 
attachment  issued  by  the  plaintiff.  The  attachment  was 
issued  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  absconded  or 
kept  himself  concealed,  to  avoid  the  service  of  civil  pro- 
cess. The  attachment  issued  on  the  12th  of  February 
last — served  on  the  14th  of  February.  On  the  12th  of 
March  following,  an  order  was  granted  to  show  cause  why 
the  attachment  should  not  be  vacated.  On  the  25  th  of 
same  month,  the  facts  involved  in  the  hearing  of  the  mo- 
tion on  the  order  to  show  cause  was  referred  to  a  referee, 
to  hear  and  report  the  evidence,  with  his  opinion  thereon. 
The  hearing  was  had,  and  on  the  21st  of  April  last,  the 
referee  reported  the  evidence,  with  his  opinion  substan- 
tially that  the  facts  did  not  sustain  the  attachment.  The 
defendant  sought  to  have  the  time  extended  for  entering 
judgment  till  after  the  decision  of  the  motion  to  set  aside 
the  attachment,  but  ultimately  failed,  and  judgment  was 
perfected  on  the  10th  of  April  against  him.  On  the  10th 
of  May,  the  sheriff  sold  the  attached  property  on  the  exe- 
cution issued  on  the  judgment. 

Wm.  Pullerton,  for  appellant. 
Gilbert  Dean,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Peckham,  Justice.  Two  points  are  made 
by  plaintiff  against  the  motion : 
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First. — That  it  comes  too  late — judgment  having  been 
perfected  prior  to  the  hearing  of  the  motion. 

Second. — That  the  defendant  did,  in  fact,  keep  himself 
concealed  with  intent,  &c. 

As  to  the  first  point.  If  the  position  be  sound,  that  such 
a  motion  cannot  be  made  after  judgment,  yet  this  motion 
having  been  noticed  and  actually  made  confessedly  in  time, 
the  extension  of  time  caused  by  the  reference  will  not  make 
it  irregular,  though  the  hearing  be  not  completed  till  after 
judgment.  But  in  my  opinion,  it  is  not  indispensably  ne- 
cessary that  the  motion  should  be  made  before  judgment. 
A  very  learned  and  respectable  court  has  declared  that  the 
attachment  is  discharged  ipso  facto  by  the  entry  of  the 
judgment.  But  I  can  fiod  no  provision  in  the  Code  to  that 
effect ;  on  the  contrary,  there  are  provisions  entirely  incon- 
sistent with  such  a  position. 

Among  other  provisions,  the  statute  declares  that  '*  until 
the  judgment  against  the  d^endant  shall  be  paid'' — not 
recovered — but  until  it  "  shall  be  paid,"  the  sheriff  may 
proceed  to  collect  the  notes  and  other  evidences  of  debt, 
and  the  debts  that  may  have  been  seized  or  attached  under 
the  warrant  of  attachment,  •  •  •  and  apply  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof  to  the  payment  of  the  judgment."  {Sub.  4 
of  ^23T  of  the  Code.) 

It  is  clear  that  the  sheriff  has  no  such  power  under  the 
execution.  He  has  it  obviously  under  the  attachment, 
which,  therefore,  cannot  be  said  to  be  superseded  by  the 
judgment. 

The  facts  as  disclosed  by  the  aflSdavits,  and  the  evidence 
before  the  referee,  show  that  there  was  no  ground  for  the 
attachment.  The  order  appealed  from  should  therefore  be 
reversed,  and  the  attachment  discharged  with  $10  costs.* 

*  NoTB. — Perbapa  this  qnestion  mBj  be  farther  Ulaitntcd  by  aDotber  referenee 
to  §  237  of  tbe  Code,  wbioh  sayi :  "  In  ease  jadgment  be  entered  for  tbe  plaintiff  in 
■neb  aotion,  tbe  sberiff  sball  satisfy  tbe  same  out  of  tbe  property  attaebed  by  bim, 
if  it  sball  be  soiBoient  for  tbat  purpose :  1.  By  paying  over  to  snob  plaintiff  tbe  pro- 
eeeds  of  aU  sales  of  perlsbable  property,  and  of  any  ressel,  or  share  or  interest  in 
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anj  Terael  sold  bj  him,  or  of  aoj  dobti  or  orodite  ooUeoted  hj  him,  or  fo  moeh  u 
shall  be  necoMary  to  satisfy  soch  judgment.  2.  If  any  balanoe  remain  dae,  and  an 
execution  shall  hare  been  issued  on  snoh  judgment,  he  shall  prooeed  to  »ell  untUr 
9ueh  SjcscifttOA  90  fMteh  of  tht'  attachbd  propbhty,  real  or  personal,  except  ai 
provided  in  subdivision  4  of  this  seotion,  as  may  be  neoessary  to  satisfy  the  baiaooe» 
if  enough  for  that  purpose  shall  remain  in  his  hands,"  Ac.  Subdivision  4  says : 
'*  Until  the  judgment  against  the  defendant  shall  be  paid,  the  sheriff  may  proeeed 
to  eolUci  the  notes,  and  other  evidences  of  debt,  and  the  debts  that  may  have  been 
seised  or  attached  under  the  warrant  of  attachment,  and  to  prosecute  any  bond  he 
may  have  taken  in  the  course  of  such  proceedings,  and  apply  the  proceeds  thereof 
to  the  payment  of  the  Judgment,"  ^c.  And  §  238  shows  how  these  notes,  Ac.  are 
to  be  collected  by  the  sheriff.  It  says :  **  The  actions  herein  authorised  to  be 
brought  by  the  sheriff,  may  be  prosecuted  by  the  plaintiff,  or  under  his  direction, 
upon  the  delivery  by  him  to  the  sheriff  of  an  undertaking  executed,"  Ao,  Thus 
showing  that  the  notes  and  evidences  of  debt,  Ac.  mentioned  in  subdivision  4,  can- 
not be  collected  under  the  attaehnunt,  nor  indeed  under  the  execution  ,*  otherwise 
there  would  have  been  no  necessity  for  an  exception  in  subdivision  2;  but  must  be 
ooUeoted  by  action.  The  result,  then,  seems  to  be,  that  after  judgment  the 
attached  property,  real  and  personal,  must  be  sold  on  executiony  except  the  notes 
and  other  evidences  of  debt,  which  must  first  be  collected  by  action,  to  satisfy  the 
Judgment,  leaving  no  office  whatever  for  the  attachment  to  perfonn  after  Judgment. 

Bip. 


nT"  P»g«  0&9  line  6,  for  H.  K«  Huhtbb^  read  R.  H.  Huhtlbt. 
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In  (he  matter  of  The  People  agt.  Hart. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
In  the  matter  of  The  People  agt.  Joshua  Hart. 

The  Btatnte  (LavM  1802,  p.  476)  deolarea  that  "  it  shall  not  be  lawfal  to  sell  or 
famish  any  wine,  beer  strong  or  spirituoas  liqaors  to  any  person  in  the  audito- 
rinm  or  lobbies  of  such  place  of  exhibition  or  performance  mentioned  in  the  first 
section  of  thUaet.'^ 

Beld,  that  where  the  warrant  charged  the  defendant  with  havmg  sold  lager  beer, 
instead  of  <<  beer,"  it  did  not  charge  an  offence  on  its  face. 

JVeto  York  General  Term,  Jfovemher^  1862. 

Ingraham,  Leonard  and  Peckham,  JusHcas. 

By  the  court,  Peckham,  Justice.  This  is  virtually  an 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  !Barnard,  who  dis- 
charged the  defendant  on  the  ground  that  no  offence  was 
charged  against  him  in  the  warrant  of  arrest.  The  case 
was  before  Judge  Barnard  on  habeas  cprpiLS,  and  comes 
here  for  review  on  a  certiorari. 

The  statute  declares  that  '*  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  sell 
or  furnish  any  wine,  beer,  strong  or  spirituous  liquors  to 
any  person  in  the  auditorium  or  lobbies  of  such  place  of 
exhibition  or  performance  mentioned  in  the  first  section  of  • 
this  act,"  &c.     {Lam  of  1862,  p.  476.) 

The  principle  has  been  settled  in  substance,  that  "  beer," 
in  statutes  of  this  character  and  in  such  connection,  must 
mean  "  strong  liquor,  that  is,  strong  enough  with  the  ine- 
briating principle  or  element,  whether  obtained  by  distiL 
lation  or  fermentation,  to  produce  intoxication."  {Board 
of  Excise  agt.  Taylor,  20  JV.  F.  U.,  178.) 

The  warrant  in  this  case  charged  the  defendant  with 
having  sold  "  lager  bier." 

It  may  be  made  to  appear  by  proof,  possibly,  that  "  lager 
bier"  is  a  kind  of  beer  forbidden  by  the  act.  But  that  is 
not  sufficient  in  a  warrant,  without  other  averments.  The 
court  cannot  take  judicial  notice  that  "lager "bier"  belongs 
to  the  prohibited  character  or  class.  The  warrant  should 
Vol.  XXIV.  19 
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charge  an  offence  on  its  face ;  what  the  court  can  see  is  an 
offence ;  ehould  distinctly  state  the  fact  that  showed  the 
violation  of  the  statute.  It  would  have  been  sufficient  to 
charge  that  the  defendant  had  sold  *'  beer''  in  the  prohib* 
ited  place,  and  then  sustained  that  charge  by  proving  the 
sale  of  lager  bier,  if  lager  be,  from  its  properties,  within 
the  prohibition;  or  the  warrant  might  have  charged  by 
averment,  that  lager  was  of  that  character  of  beer.  But 
there  is  nothing  now  in  the  warrant  that  shows  either  by 
fact  or  averment,  that  '*  lager  bier''  is  within  the  prohibi-* 
tion  of  the  act. 

The  order  for  defendant's  discharge  was  therefore  right, 
and  is  affirmed. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
M.  A  E.  MsTSR  and  others  agt  Harnden's  Ezpana 

GoMPANT. 


The  rigM  ofa  eomwum  carrUr  to  limit  hii  liMlit^u  ««U  Mta«d  la  t]i«  i 

*      tlTt. 

And  wKcn  a  ipMial  wntoMt  ii  mad«,  th«  ratotloiif  of  the  partlM  m«  ehugtdy  mod 
the  oaniw  bMomM  u  to  that  tnuMetion  an  oxdinaiy  kaiU€  mnd  frfpot^  carrier 
for  kir; 

Whm%  tlM  plalatift  diroetid  E.  if  Co,  to  ihlp  goodt  by  Handon'f  oxptwi»  tt 
aatboiiMd  B.  A  Co.,  at  loait  fo  far  ai  tho  dofondanta  wtM  ooootmad*  to  makm 
any  contract  which  the  defendant!  iniisted  on. 

Ooiifeqiiently,  where  B.  A  Co.,  on  the  delireiy  of  the  goodf,  pretented  a  printed 
roeoipt  in  a  reeeipt  book  of  the  defendant!  in  their  poew!ibn,  whieh  the  driver 
of  the  ezpret!  oompanj  signed,  hoid,  that  B.  A  Co.  had  tmtkoritjf,  as  the  agenla 
of  the  plalntiifi,  to  make  the  oontraot  oontained  in  the  reeeipt. 

So  hold  that  when  good!  are  delirered,  the  earrier^  who  ehooeee  to  limit  hii  reepon- 
•ibility,  ihonld  be  eompelled  to  stop  and  examine  the  aatherity  of  the  penna  pco- 
•enting  the  good!,  to  make  the  eontiaot,  would  yirtaally  deetroy  the  ntili^  of  the 
•spree!  boilnen. 

JVeto  York  General  Term,  Jfavemher,  1862. 
Dalt,  Bbadt  and  Hilton,  Judges. 
▲ppxal  from  judgment  at  special  term. 
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By  the  court,  Brady,  J.  The  defendaDts  agreed  to  carry 
from  this  city  to  Selma,  Alabama,  two  cases  of  goods 
marked  M.  &  E.  Meyer  &  Go.  At  the  time  the  goods  were 
delivered,  a  receipt  "  was  filled  up"  by  I.  Emanuel  &'Go., 
who  were  acting  for  the  plaintiffs  in  forwarding  the  goods, 
and  given  to  the  defendants'  driver,  who  signed  it.  That 
receipt  was  produced  and  put  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiffs, 
after  they  had  rested,  and  a  motion  for  nonsuit  had  been 
made  on  the  ground  that  it  appeared  from  the  evidence 
that  there  was  a  written  contract  which  the  plaintiffs  had 
not  produced.  After  its  introduction  the  witness,  who  had 
identified  it,  was  asked  the  question :  "  Was  your  attention 
ever  called  to  the  printed  matter  of  this  receipt  ?"  The 
question  was  objected  to,  but  allowed,  and  an  exception 
was  taken.  The  witness  was  the  bookkeeper  of  I.  Emanuel 
A  Co.,  and  it  was  wholly  immaterial  whether  his  attention 
had  been  called  to  the  printed  matter  or  not.  The  evi- 
dence had  disclosed  the  fact  that  Emanuel  &  Co.  had  a 
receipt  book  of  the  defendants  in  their  store,  from  which 
the  receipt  in  question  was  adopted  by  them,  and  without 
any  application  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  It  was 
filled  up  and  given  to  the  driver  of  the  defendants,  and 
signed  by  him.  The  witness  was  also  asked :  '*  What 
authority  had  you  from  Meyer  &  Co.  relative  to  the  ship- 
ping of  the  goods  ?"  and  the  question  was  allowed,  although 
objected  to.  The  answer  was  :  **  Our  directions  were  to 
ship  the  goods  by  Harnden's  express ;  we  had  no  other 
authority  or  direction  from  the  plaintiffs  in  respect  to  the 
shipment."  Upon  this  evidence  the  presiding  judge  charged 
the  jury  as  follows :  **  If  you  find  that  L  Emanuel  &  Co. 
bad  no  other  authority  or  direction  in  regard  to  the  goods 
than  merely  to  purchase  and  ship  them  in  the  ordinary 
way,  then' no  contract  exists  between  the  plaintiffs  and 
defendants,  limiting  the  liability  which  the  law  imposes 
upon  common  carriers  in  case  of  non-performance  of  their 
agreement  to  deliver  property  in  a  safe  condition*"    And 
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fnrtber^  **  that  unless  Emanuel  &,  Co.  had  authority  to  make 
such  a  contract,  the  plaintiffs  are  not  bound  by  any  such 
condition  in  the  receipt  in  respect  to  the  defendants'  lia- 
bility in  the  event  of  fraud  or  gross  negligence."  This  was 
substantially  telling  the  jury  that,  unless  Emanuel  &  Co. 
had  the  power  to  make  the  contract  contained  in  the 
receipt,  the  defendants  were  liable.  The  charge  was  erro- 
neous. The  right  of  the  carrier  to  limit  his  liability  is  no 
longer  subject  to  discussion.  {Dorr  agt.  Steam  Jfav.  Co.^ 
1  Ktm.,  490 ;  Wdls  agt.  Steam  Jfav.  Co.,  4  Seld.,  381.) 
And  when  a  special  contract  is  made,  the  relations  of  the 
parties  are  changed,  and  the  carrier  becomes  as  to  that 
transaction  an  ordinary  bailee  and  private  carrier  for  hire, 
(Parkek,  J.,  in  Dorr  agt  Jf,  J.  Steam  Jfav.  Co.,  supra.) 

The  directions  given  by  plaintiffs  to  ship  goods  by  Ham- 
den's  express,  authorized  Emanuel  &  Co.,  so  far  at  least  as 
the  defendants  are  concerned,  to  make  any  contract  which 
the  defendants  insisted  upon.  If  the  agents  transcended 
their  power,  the  innocent  party  should  not  suffer.  There 
was  nothing  in  the  case  to  call  upon  the  defendants  for  an 
examinafion  or  investigation  of  the  authority  of  Emanuel 
&  Co.  It  was  enough  that  they  delivered  the  goods  to 
them,  and  asked  for  their  carriage ;  but  in  this  case  they 
did  more.  They  drew  the  contract  and  presented  it  for 
signature.  It  would  virtually  destroy  the  utility  of  the 
express  business,  which  has  become  a  very  important  part 
of  our  commercial  system,  to  hold  that  when  goods  are 
delivered,  the  carrier,  who  chooses  to  limit  his  responsi- 
bility, should  stop  to  examine  the  authority  of  the  person 
presenting  the  goods  to  make  the  contract  which  he  exacts. 
It  would  in  this  case,  in  my  judgment,  be  erroneous  to  sus- 
tain the  proposition  that  Emanuel  &  Co.  had  not  authority 
to  make  this  contract.  They  had  possession  of  the  goods, 
and  delivered  them  for  carriage.  The  possession  was  a 
lawful  one,  and  the  person  selected  to  transport  them  in 
acoordanoe  with  instruotions  received.    Not  only  that,  but 


NSW  YORK  PBAOTICE  BXP0R18.       293 

Tiflboy  agt-  Wamn* 

the  plaintiffs  introduced  the  contract  to  sastain  their  caae, 
and  then  sought  to  avoid  it  by  proving  instructions  in  rela- 
tion to  the  carriage,  by  the  bookkeeper  of  Emanuel  k  Go. 
If  the  doctrine  be  tolerated  that  in  cases  similar  to  this, 
the  contract  can  be  avoided  for  want  of  power  to  make  it, 
the  proof  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  should  be  ample. 

I  think  the  rule  is  not  a  sound  one,  and  that  its  annun- 
ciation was  error. 

The  judgment. should  be  re^^rsed. 

Daly,  J.,  concurred. 


SUPREME  COUET. 
Samu£l  S.  Tiffany  agt.  Richarq  S.  Warren  and  others. 

No  com^eyance  «m  be  rastaiiied  on  the  ground  of  p)ttA  fciUk,  m  tgaiiiBt  a  pri^ 
unr4€»rd$d  mortfage  or  deed  for  t91vl%,  vooIub  Bude  for  »  val^abU  comidT^^ 
tion. 

An  honest  existing  demand  is  a  Talnable  oonsideration ;  bat  a  eonreyanoe  on  raeh 
oonsideration  is  not  in  good  faith  when  coming  in  eoniiot  with  a  prior  eoarey* 
anoe  giren  for  valae.  It  is  the  want  of  good  faith,  and  not  the  want  of  a  valua- 
ble oonsideration,  which  prevents  full  effect  from  being  given  to  a  snbseqnent 
eonveyance  made  on  aooonnt  of  an  antecedent  d€bt. 

It  was  well  eetablisbed  on  prinoiple  and  anthority,  when  the  st%tvte  in  relatiom  tt 
filing  mortgages  of  personal  property  was  passed,  that  snbseqnent  pnrohaeers  and 
mortgagees,  on  account  of  pre-existing  indebtedness,  were  not  holders  in  gooif 
faith,  when  their  elaims  were  bronght  in  oonfliot  with  a  prior  nnrecordod  nort- 
gage  or  eonveyaiMe  otherwise  valid. 

JVeiD  York  General  Term,  Jfavember,  1862. 
Ingraham,  Leonard  and  Rosekrans,  Justices, 

The  plaintiff  claims  the  title  to  a  large  amount  of  per- 
sonal property  sold  to  him  by  Garner  &  Co.,  who  held  as 
mortgagees  thereof  in  possession,  or  by  transfer  from  Sea- 
man &  Muir,  the  former  owners,  and  also  the  mortgagors, 
voluntarily  made  in  consideration  of  an  antecedent  debt 
due  to,  and  liabilities  previously  incurred  by  Garner  ft  Co. 
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for  Seaman  &  Mair.  The  mortgage  covered  the  whole 
8tock  of  the  debtors. 

At  the  time  the  bill  of  sale  and  the  delivery  of  the  stock 
to  Garner  &  Co.  was  made,  the  mortgagors,  Seaman  A 
Muir,  and  the  plaintiff  and  defendants,  as  well  as  Cktrner 
&  Co.,  were  present,  and  it  was  well  understood  by  all  the 
parties,  including  the  plaintiff,  that  defendants  Warren, 
Moran  &  Co.  held  a  chattel  mortgage  against  the  same 
stock  of  goods  for  a  large  sum,  made  by  the  same  debtors, 
Seaman  &  Muir,  prior  to  the  mortgage  held  by  Garner  k 
Co.,  which  was  wholly  unpaid;  and  that  the  defendants 
then  claimed  their  prior  right  by  virtue  of  their  mortgage, 
and  challenged  the  right  of  Garner  &  Co.,  under  the  sub- 
sequent mortgage  held  by  that  firm.  During  this  inter* 
view,  and  prior  to  the  bill  of  sale  and  the  delivery  of  the 
stock,  the  mortgagors  had,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  plain- 
tiff, offered  to  divide  the  stock  between  the  two  mortgages, 
which  offer  Garner  &  Co.  consented  to  accept,  but  the 
defendants  declined  it.  The  mortgagors  having  ascer- 
tained that  Warren,  Moran  &  Co.  refused  to  divide  the 
security  as  proposed,  executed  the  bill  of  sale,  and  deliv- 
ered the  stock  of  goods  so  mortgaged,  of  which  Garner  & 
Co.  then  took  possession.  Neither  the  mortgage  of  Garner 
&  Co.  nor  of  the  defendants  had  been  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  register. 

With  the  knowledge  of  these  facts,  the  plaintiff  immedi- 
ately afterwards  purchased  the  whole  stock  from  Gamer  Jk 
Co.,  ,and  gave  his  promissory  note  therefor,  falling  dne,  by 
arrangement,  in  such  manner  as  to  enable  Garner  &  Co. 
with  the  proceeds  to  meet  certain  bills  which  they  had 
accepted  for  the  accommodation  of  Seaman  &  Muir/  drawn 
by  a  French  house,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  the  agent, 
for  the  security  of  which  liability  so  incurred,  the  said 
mortgage  to  Garner  k  Co.  was  in  part  executed. 

A  few  hours  after  these  transactions,  Warren,  Moran  k 
Co.  caused  judgment  to  be  perfected  in  their  favor  againat 
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Seaman  &  Muir,  on  confession  previouslj  executed,  for  a 
large  demand,  not  included  in  their  mortgage,  and  issued 
execution  thereon  to  the  sheriff,  and  also  delivered  to  him 
a  power  of  attorney  to  take  the  mortgaged  stock  under 
their  mortgage  and  sell  it ;  and  by  virtue  of  the  execution 
and  this  power  of  attorney,  the  sheriCT  seized  the  property 
and  took  it  into  his  possession.  The  plaintiff  thereupon 
replevied  the  stock  in  this  action,  without  joining  the 
sheriff  as  a  party,  his  possession  being  considered,  by  agree- 
ment, that  of  the  defendants. 

At  the  trial  the  judge  charged  that  the  possession  of 
Garner  &  Co.,  being  prior  to  the  entry  of  the  defendants' 
judgment,  and  there  being  no  dispute  that  the  mortgage  to 
Garner  &  Co.  was  taken  to  securo  an  honest  debt,  without 
any  fraudulent  intent  on  their  part,  the  levy  of  the  defend- 
ants' execution  was  unlawful  and  inoperative.  Also,  that 
Garner  &  Co.,  although  their  mortgage  was  given  for  an 
indebtedness  previously  existing,  were  mortgagees  in  good 
faith,  and  entitled  to  preference  and  priority  in  respect  to 
their  mortgage,  if  they  received  it  fairly  for  an  honest  debt 
of  Seaman  &  Muir  to  the  full  amount,  without  notice  of  the 
prior  mortgage  of  Warren,  Moran  &  Co.,  and  without  any 
actual  intent  to  defraud ;  and  there  being  no  dispute  as  to 
the^absence  of  such  notice,  and  of  any  such  intent,  and  as 
to  the  fairness  of  the  mortgage  debt  claimed  by  Garner  & 
Co.,  there  was  no  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  that 
they  were  bound  by  law  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  counsel  for  the  defendants  excepted  to  each  of  these 
propositions. 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  Justice.  The  statute  declares 
that  mortgages  of  goods  and  chattels,  not  accompanied  by 
an  immediate  delivery,  and  followed  by  an  actual  and  con- 
tinued change  of  possession  of  the  things  mortgaged,  shall 
be  absolutely  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  mortga- 
|;or  and  as  against  subsequent  purchasers  and  mortgagees 
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in  good  faith,  uulesa  the  mortgagee  or  a  true  copy  thereof 
shall  be  filed  (if  the  mortgagor  resides  in  the  city  of  New 
York)  in  the  office  of  the  register. 

The  mortgage  to  Warren,  Moran  A  Co.  not  having  been 
filed,  and  no  delivery  or  change  of  possession  of  the  things 
mortgaged  having  been  made,  they  are  not  in  a  position  to 
claim  any  advantage  from  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

The  question  has  then  to  be  considered,  whether  Garner 
&  Go.  or  the  plaintiff  here  are  in  a  condition  to  be  benefited 
by  the  laches  of  the  defendants,  or  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  in  favor  of  the  creditors  of  the  mortgagors,  and 
subsequent  purchasers  and  mortgagees  in  good  faith. 

It  is  not,  nor  indeed  can  it  be,  claimed  that  Garner  & 
Co.  were  creditors  of  Seaman  &  Muir,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute.  They  had  not  a  judgment  and  execution  in 
their  favor,  and  were  in  no  situation  to  claim  or  enforce 
any  rights  or  title  provided  by  law  for  the  collection  of 
debts.  Such  only  are  the  creditors  referred  to  in  this  sta* 
tute.  (17  JV.  r.  i?.,  583.) 

Garner  &  Co.  must  make  title,  if  at  all,  by  virtue  of  their 
possession  under  their  mortgage,  or  as  subsequent  purcha* 
sers  under  their  bill  of  sale.  Theirs  was  not  a  title  which 
the  law  has  provided  for  the  collection  of  debts.  Unless 
they  were  purchasers  or  mortgagees  in  good  faith, .the 
priority  of  the  defendants'  mortgage  will  give  them  the 
preference  in  obtaining  satisfaction  out  of  the  property 
mortgaged. 

The  words  "  in  good  faith,"  or  bona  fide,  have  acquired 
in  the  law  a  certain  well-known  signification. 

A  person  having  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  a  prior 
right  to  property  in  favor  of  some  other  person,  cannot  be 
considered  a  purchaser  or  mortgagee  in  good  faith.  .  (Far. 
L.  8f  Trust  Co.  agt.  Hendrickson,  25  Barb.,  488.) 

It  can  never  be  truly  said,  that  it  is  good  faith  to  disre- 
gard the  well-known  rights  of  another. 

A  purchaser  or  mortgagee  on  account  of  a  pre-existing 
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indebtedness  parts  with  nothing,  and  is  not  considered  as 
having  acquired  title,  or. the  right  to  hold/  property  as 
security,  against  a  prior  deed  of  mortgage  not  recorded. 

Such  subsequent  purchaser  sustains  no  injury  by  being 
postponed  in  right  to  the  prior  unrecorded  deed  or  mort- 
gage. He  is  placed  in  no  worse  condition  than  he  was 
before  he  received  his  deed  or  mortgage,  and  ought  not  to 
disturb  any  prior  acquired  rights. 

It  was  well  established  on  principle  and  authority,  when 
the  statute  in  relation  to  filing  mortgages  was  passed,  that 
such  subsequent  purchasers  and  mortgagees  were  not  hold- 
ers in  good  faith  when  theit  claims  were  brought  in  con- 
flict with  a  prior  unrecorded  mortgage,  or  conveyance  oth- 
erwise valid.  The  words  were  used  in  the  same  sense  ia 
the  present  statute.  {Dickerson  agt.  Tillinghast,  4  Paige, 
220 ;   Van  Heusen  agt.  Raicliff,  Vl  JV.  Y.  R,  680.) 

We  were  referred  to  the  case  otBaskins  agt.  Shannon^  (3 
Com.,  310,)  to  establish  a'  different  rule  for  the  interpreta- 
tion of  the  words  "  in  good  faith,"  occurring  in  the  statute 
referred  to.  I  am  unable  to  perceive  that  any  such  con- 
clusion is  warranted.  The  learned  justice  there  says,  that 
before  the  second  moirtgagee  can  show  good  faith,  so  as  to 
question  the  rights  of  the  prior  mortgagee,  or  of  the  cred« 
itors  of  the  mortgagor,  he  must  prove  that  his  mortgage 
was  given  for  a  vauable  consideration  or  for  an  honest 
debt.  This  observation  falls  very  much  short  of  an  asser- 
tion  that  an  existing  honest  demand  is  a  sufficient  consid- 
eration to  sustain  a  junior  over  a  prior  chattel  mortgage, 
given  to  secure  an  equally  honest  debt.  The  purport  of 
that  decision  is,  that  the  second  mortgage,  being  without 
consideration,  so  far  as  appeared  from  the  evidence,  the 
holder  thereof  could  not,  for  that  reason,  object  to  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  prior  mortgage,  in  any  respect.  The  case 
of  Hanford  agt.  Artcher,  (4  Hill  R.y  271,)  is  the  authority 
cited  to  sustain  the  remark  of  the  learned  justice  above 
mentioned,  in  Baskins  agt.  Shannon* 
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The  question  in  Hanford  agt  Artch^r  was  between  a 
vendee  of  goods,  where  there  had  been  no  change  of  the 
possession  of  the  thing  sold)  and  an  execution  creditor.  To 
rebut  the  presumption  of  fraud  in  such  a  case,  the  party 
claiming  under  the  sale  must  make  it  appear  that  it  was 
made  in  good  faith,  and  without  the  intent  to  defraud  cred* 
itors«  Senator  Hopkins  remarks,  at  page  295,  that  '*  proof 
of  a  valuable  consideration  or  an  honest  debt,  is  essential 
to  show  good  faith ;"  being  the  same  words  used  in  Baskin 
agt.  Shannon, 

In  the  case  of  Hanford  agt.  Artcher^  an  honest  debt  was 
sufficient  as  a  consideration  tomphold  the  sale,  as  between 
the  vendee  and  a  creditor,  under  a  subsequent  judgment 
and  execution. 

But  certainly  it  does  not  appear  from  either  case,  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  court  to  overthrow  the  well-estab- 
lished legal  rule,  that  a  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee, 
on  account  of  an  existing  debt,  does  not  hold  in  good  faith, 
80  as  to  disturb  the  rights  of  a  prior  mortgagee  for  an 
equally  fair  consideration. 

Where  both  securities  are  given  on  account  of  antece- 
dent debts,  nothing  can  be  alleged  against  the  equity  of 
the  rule  giving  a  preference  to  the  first  in  time. 

So  learned  and  careful  a  judge  as  the  author  of  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  Van  Hoeson  agt.  Radclifff  above 
referred  to,  would  never  have  stated  the  rule  in  this  respect 
to  be  well  settled,  and  in  force,  if  the  prior  decision  of  the 
same  court  in  Baskin  agt.  Shannon  (3  Coms.f  310)  were  to 
be  understood  as  holding  a  contrary  principle.  The  analo- 
gous rule  applied  to  commercial  paper  is  supposed  to  have 
been  shaken  by  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in 
Youngs  agt.  Lee^  (2  JTeni.,  551,)  and  the  judge  at  the  trial 
here,  may  have  felt  himself  justified,  on  this  authority,  in 
holding  that  an  honest  debt  was  a  consideration  in  good 
faith,  although  the  prior  mortgage  was  in  equal  good  faith, 
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and  the  effect  will  be  to  give  a  preference  to  a  mortgagee 
who  has  parted  with  no  present  consideration. 

I  am  unable,  however,  so  to  understand  the  decision  in 
Youngs  agt.  Lee.  Prior  decisions,  sustaining  the  rule,  are 
there  referred  to  with  approbation.  There  is  also  a  clear 
and  emphatic  distinction  mentioned  in  the  opinion  in  that 
case,  taking  it  out  of  the  bperation  of  the  principle  re* 
ferred  to. 

The  learned  justice  delivering  the  opinion  in  Van  Hoeeen 
agt.  Radcliff^  evidently  so  regards  it,  and  refers  to  that 
case  as  an  acknowledgment  and  repetition  of  the  previously 
existing  rule. 

I  am  not  willing  to  add  my  voice  in  overruling  well  set- 
tled principles  of  law,  as  they  have  been  administered  in 
the  courts  of  this  state,  either- by  encroachment  or  judicial 
legislation.  If  a  change  or  advance  has  occurred  in  the 
times,  creating  a  necessity  for  an  alteration  in  any  of  the 
rules  upon  which  justice  has  been  administered,  the  appeal 
ought  to  be  made  to  the  legislature  for  the  proper  change* 
It  is  not  the  province  of  the  judiciary. 

The  case  of  Dickerson  agt.  TilUnghastf  above  referred 
,to,  arose  under  the  recording  act,  which  declares  that  every 
conveyance  of  real  estate,  not  recorded,  shall  be  void  as 
against  subsequent  purchasers  in  good  faith;  and  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  whose  conveyance  shall  be  first 
recorded. 

This,  and  a  large  class  of  similar  cases  arising  under  the 
recording  act,  are  strictly  analogous,  and  in  point  here. 
The  additional  words,  requiring  a  valuable  consideration, 
do  not  diminish  the  force  of  the  statute  in  its  operation 
against  prior  unrecorded  conveyances. 

No  conveyance  can  be  sustained  on  the  ground  of  good 
faith  as  against  a  prior  unrecorded  mortgage  or  deed  for 
value,  unless  made  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

An  honest  existing  demand  is  a  valuable  consideration ; 
but  a  conveyance  on  such  consideration,  in  the  numerous 
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reported  cases  arising  under  the  recording  act,  are  held 
not  to  be  in  good  faith  when  coming  in  conflict  with  a 
prior  conveyance  given  for  valne.  It  is  tlie  want  of  good 
ftiith,  and  not  the  want  of  a  valnable  consideration,  which 
prevents  fall  effect  from  being  given  to  a  subsequent  con- 
veyance made  on  account  of  an  antecedent  debt. 

Those  who  doubt  the  existence  and  force  of  the  princi- 
ple of  law  here  referred  to,  and  its  application  to  the  pre- 
sent case,  may  profitably  refer  to  the  opinion  of  the  court 
of  appeals  in  Wood  agt.  RoHn$on,  (22  JV*.  Y.  R.,  664,  667.) 

The  court  there  say :  *^  It  is  well  settled  that  a  grantee 
or  incumbrancer  who  does  not  advance  anything  at  the 
time,  takes  the  interest  conveyed  subject  to  any  prior 
equity  attaching  to  the  subject." 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  Gamer  &  Go.  were 
not  purchasers  or  mortgagees  in  good  faith  as  against  the 
mortgage  held  by  the  defendants.  Also  that  the  title  of 
the  plaintiff  cannot  be  sustained,  he  having  become  a  pur- 
chaser with  full  knowledge  of  the  mortgage  held  by  the 
defendants  and  the  claim  which  they  made  to  a  preference 
over  the  mortgage  of  Garner  &  Co.  The  charge  of  the 
judge,  in  this  respect,  was  erroneous. 

The  judgment  and  execution  of  the  defendants  was,  how- 
ever, subsequent  to  the  possession  of  the  stock  by  the  plain- 
tiff under  his  purchase  from  Garner  &  Co.  The  levy  was, 
as  stated  by  the  judge,  unlawful. 

There  should  be  a  new  trial,  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 

Ingbabam,  J.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  consideration 
of  the  mortgage  to  Gamer  A  Co.  was  good,  and  that  they 
were  to  be  considered  bona  fide  holders  for  value. 

I  am  in  favor  of  affirming  the  judgment. 

BosEK&ANS,  J.  Within  the  ca^s  cited  by  Justice  Lboh- 
ABB,  Garner  &  Co.  were  not  bona  fide  mortgagees  of  the 
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property.  Tbey  took  their  mortgage,  it  is  true,  without 
notioe  of  the  unrecorded  mortgage  previously  executed  to 
the  defendants,  but  the  ccmsideration  of  their  mortgage 
was  a  precedent  debt,  and  no  security  was  surrendered,  or 
other  act  done  by  which  they  were  placed  in  a  worse  position 
by  reason  of  not  having  notice  of  the  previous  mortgage. 
It  is  impossible  to  sustain  the  judgment  in  this  case  with- 
out overruling  the  uniform  current  of  decisions  on  this 
subject.  I  concur  in  the  conclusions  of  Justice  Leonabo* 
The  precise  point  was  decided  in  Ray  agt.  Birdseye,  (5 
Den.  R.f  619,)  by  the  court  of  errors. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  op  the  State  of  New  York  agt.  Coehelius 
Yanderbilt. 

Where  an  act  of  the  legislature  rested  in  the  corporation  of  the  eity  of  New  York 
the  title  to  the  soil  under  the  water,  and  the  right  to  fill  in  and  extend  the  hat- 
tery  into  the  rirer,  not  ezoeedlDg  six  hundred  feet,  with  a  UmUa$io»  o»  the 
Me  iiftk§  land,  so  to  be  made  out  of  the  water>  for  anj  poipoie  except  certain 
public  purpoiu  therein  expressed, 

H$ld,  that  any  grant  or  other  eonreyance  of  the  land  to  an  indiyidual/or  the  p«r- 
pM0  of  widening  a  pier  and  to  extend  it  to  the  permanent  or  exterior  line,  or  for 
any  such  private  ute,  wonld  he  void,  and  would  justify  the  state  in  claiming  an 
injunction  to  present  such  violation  of  the  conditions  imposed  upon  the  ccrpo- 
ration. 

The  power  to  compel  a  removal  of  an  obstruction  after  it  has  been  ereetod,  does  not 
prevent  an  application  to  the  court  to  prohibit  the'  erection  of  such  obstruction 
before  it  is  completed. 

Htld,  also,  that  if  there  was  no  legal  authority  fer  the  ereetion  of  the  pier,  it  mm 
a  nuisance,  and  no  evidence  was  admissible  to  show,  that  though  illegal,  it 
would  do  no  harm. 

J>rew  York  General  Term,  October,  l%&2. 

Inoraham,  Barnard  and  Clerke,  Jtutices. 

This  action  was  brought  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
enlarging  a  pier  known  ae  No.  1,  North  river,  adjoining  the 
battery. 


802  HBfr  TOBK  ffticraci 


Bj  the  coarty  Imouasum,  Jnstioeu  The  right  of  the 
defendant  to  make  sach  enlargement,  is  daimed  nnder  a 
fetolation  of  the  common  eouncil,  paaaed  in  1853,  granting 
permiseion  to  the  defendant  to  widen  the  pier  and  to  extend 
it  to  the  permanent  or  exterior  line.  The  right  of  the 
corporation  to  grant  each  a  permitrion  depends  npon  their 
title  to  the  land  npon  which  the  pier  was  to  be  erected. 
Thie  claim  o/  title  in  the  corporation  is  based  npon  the  act 
of  llarch,  1821,  which  authorized  the  corporation  to  extend 
the  battery  into  the  river  not  exceeding  600  feet.  This 
act  vested  in  the  corporation  the  title  to  the  soil  nnder  the 
water  so  to  be  filled  in.  If  this  were  all,  there  wonld  be  no 
question  as  to  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  enlarge  the 
pier,  except  so  far  as  it  might  afterwards  be  restrained  by 
the  act  of  1857,  establishing  a  new  exterior  line,  and  which 
prohibited  the  building  of  piers  beyond  that  line.  But  the 
same  act  which  gave  the  right  to  fill  up  to  the  extent  of 
600  feet,  also  contained  the  limitation  on  the  use  of  the 
land  so  to  be  made  out  of  the  water,  by  limiting  the  same 
<<  for  a  public  walk,  and  for  erecting  buildings  and  works 
of  defence  thereon,  but  without  any  power  to  dispose  of  the 
same  for  any  other  use  or  purpose  whatever,  and  without 
any  power  of  selling  it  or  any  part  thereof." 

This  restriction  upon  the  use  of  the  land  for  any  but 
public  purposes  of  a  public  walk,  or  for  defence,  prevented 
the  corporation  from  selling  or  otherwise  disposing  of  any 
part  of  the  land  so  to  be  acquired  for  any  private  purpose 
whatever.  Any  grant  or  other  conveyance  of  the  land  for 
any  such  private  use  would  be  void,  and  a  breach  of  that 
condition  by  the  corporation  would  justify  the  state  in  any 
legal  measures  to  prevent  its  violation.  Wherever  any  such 
attempt  is  made  to  use  the  land  for  purposes  forbidden  by 
the  grant,  the  grantor  would  have  a  right  to  interfere,  and 
an  application  to  the  court  to  prevent  such  misuse  of  the 
land,  would  clearly  be  within  the  province  of  a  court  of 
«|nity. 
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This  view  of  the  question  at  issue  is  independent  of  the 
act  of  1857,  establishing  an  exterior  line  and  prohibiting 
the  extension  of  any  piers  beyond  that  line.  If  it  be  held 
that  the  state  could  interfere  to  prevent  the  breach  of  the 
condition  in  the  grant,  independent  of  that  law,  the  passage 
of  that  act  does  not  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  such  right.  It 
is  true  that  a  way  is  provided  by  which,  after  the  pier  has 
been  erected,  it  may  be  removed,  but  the  remedy  sought  in 
this  action  is  to  prevent  the  injury  to  the  navigation  by 
prohibiting  the  erection  of  the  pier.  The  power  to  compel 
a  removal  of  an  obstruction  after  it  has  been  erected,  does 
not  prevent  an  application  to  the  court  to  prohibit  the 
erection  of  such  obstruction  before  it  is  completed. 

It  is  urged  for  the  defendant  that  this  was  only  filling  a 
portion  of  the  land  under  water,  which  was  authorized  by 
the  act  of  1821.  The  act  of  1860  prohibited  the  filling 
beyond  the  exterior  line,  and  was  of  itself  enough  to  pre^ 
vent  this  obstruqtion  of  the  river.  But  independent  of 
that  statute,  it  is  idle  to  say  that  this  was  the  filling  up 
contemplated  by  the  statute,  when  all  the  authority  of  the 
defendant  was  under  the  resolution  of  the  common  council, 
which  granted  permission  to  the  defendant  to  widen  a  pier, 
and  the  injunction  granted  was  against  erecting  the  pier 
which  the  court  found  to  be  unauthorized  and  a  nuisance. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  judge  erred  at  the  trial  in 
excluding  the  evidence  offered  by  him  to  show  that  the 
proposed  pier  would  not  be  an  actual  nuisance,  but  no  such 
question  was  involved  in  the  issue.  It  was  immaterial 
whether  it  would  have  been  an  actual  nuisance  or  not.  The 
real  question  was,  whether  the  erection  of  the  pier  was 
authorized  or  not.  If  there  was  no  legal  authority  for  the 
erection  of  the  pier,  it  was  a  nuisance,  and  no  evidence  was 
admissible  to  show  that,  though  illegal,  it  would  do  no 
harm.  In  the  language  of  the  learned  justice,  before  whom 
the  case  was  tried, "  any  encroachment  upon  a  public  stream 
was  a  purpresture,  that  is,  the  making  of  that  private^  which 
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ought  to  be  common  to  many,  and  an  obstruction  in  a  pub- 
lic river  is  a  nuisance,  and  may  be  dealt  with  as  such." 
Such  an  erection  is  a  nuisance  per-  se,  and  needs  no  evidence 
to  prove  that  as  a  matter  of  fact,  after  the  erection  of  it  i9 
shown  to  be  in  violation  of  the  law. 

I  see  no  ground  for  interfering  with  the  decision  below. 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed  with  costs. 


-♦♦- 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Wm.  C.  Bhinxlander  and  others  agt.  The  Matok,  Ac.  of 
New  Yobk. 

When  the  law  authorises  the  oommon  oouneU  of  a  eUj  to  impose  the  expenses  of 
paving  streets,  or  other  improvements,  hy  assessment  upon  the  otiM^ers  of  pro- 
perty bended,  the  assessment  heoomes  a  lien  npon  the  lots  benefited ;  and  it  iv 
an  iindne  assumption  of  power  in  the  oommon  ooonoil  to  inenr  the  expense  and 
attempt  its  collection  from  tax-payers  at  large,  even  under  a  prior  ordinanoe 
which  required  them  thereafter  to  keep  such  streets  repared  and  kept  in  repair 
at  the  expense  qfthe  corporation, 

JVeio  York  Special  Term^  Kovemher^  1862. 
Demurrer  to  complaint. 

Edwards  Pierrepont,  for  plaintiffs. 
Henry  H.  Anderson, /or  the  corporation. 

Leonard,  Justice.  The  complaint  states  that  Fifth  ave- 
nue was  opened  under  the  authority  contained  in  section 
177,  and  was  regulated  and  paved  under  section  175  of  the 
general  act  of  April  9,  1813,  reducing  several  laws  relating 
particularly  to  the  city  of  New  York  into  one  act.  The 
common  council  are  authorized  by  section  177  to  open  any 
street  or  avenue  whenever  they  desire ;  and  by  section  175 
to  pave,  alter,  amend,  &c.,  any  street,  &g. 

The  corporation  of  said  city  adopted  an  ordinance  in 
1824,  declaring  that  whenever  the  owners  of  lots  fronting 
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on  the  streets  should  pay  the  expense  of  paving  the  car- 
riage way,  Ac.,  for  a  distance  not  less  than  one  block,  under 
the  orders  of  the  conunon  council,  and  the  work  should  be 
approved,  such  part  of  the  street  should  forever  thereafter 
be  repaved  and  kept  in  repair  at  the  expense  of  the  corpo- 
ration. 

The  owners  of  certain  lots  fronting  on  Fifth  avenne  al- 
lege in  this  complaint  that  this  avenue  was  subsequentlj 
opened,  paved,  &e.,  and  the  expense  paid  in  the  manner 
contemplated  by  this  ordinance ;  that  the  common  council, 
in  disregard  of  the  obligation  of  this  ordinance,  repaved 
the  avenue  with  the  Belgian  pavement,  and  assessed  one* 
half  of  the  expene  thereof  in  1860  on  the  owners  of  lots 
fronting  on  the  carriage  way  so  repaired,  amounting  to  over 
198,000,  from  which  assessment  they  now  demand  to  be 
relieved. 

I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  act  of  1813,  sec- 
tion 175,  authorized  the  improvement  in  question ;  indeed 
no  suggestion  to  the  contrary  was  indulged  at  the  argu- 
ment. 

The  statutes  authorize  the  common  council  to  impose 
the  expenses  for  the  improvements  mentioned  in  these 
actions  by  assessment  upon  the  owners  of  property  bene- 
fitedw  It  became  the  duty  of  the  common  council,  by  vir- 
tue of  this  authority,  to  raise  the  expenses  incurred  for  the 
purposes  contemplated,  by  the  sections  referred  to,  in  the 
manner  authorized  by  that  act. 

The  amount  for  paving,  &c.,  in  1834,  was  assessed,  and 
became  a  lien  upon  the  lots  benefited. 

The  corporation  had  no  inducement  by  way  of  conside- 
ration to  bind  themselves  not  to  exercise  the  power  con- 
ferred upon  them,  so  far  as  we  can  ascertain  from  the  plain- 
tiffs' statement  of  their  case. 

Assuming  that  the  corporation  had  the  authority  to 
direct  the  laying  of  the  Belgian  pavement,  derived  by  the 
act  of  1813,  aside  from  the  question  of  consideration,  the 
YoL.  XXIY.  20 
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common  council  could  not,  in  1824,  abrogate  the  duty 
-which  the  law  imposed,  to  assess  the  expenses  of  it  upon 
the  lots  benefited  thereby.  We  must  also  hold  that  it  was 
the  lien  upon  the  land  which  the  assessment  created  in 
1835  and  1846,  that  induced  the  payment  then,  and  not 
the  ordinance  of  1824. 

When  the  law  authorizes  the  expenses  of  such  an  im- 
provement  to  be  assessed  in  a  particular  manner,  it  is  an 
xmdue  assumption  of  power  to  incur  the  expense  and  attempt 
its  collection  from  tax-payers  at  large ;  and  I  must  doubt 
the  obligation  or  validity  of  any  ordinance  or  contract  that 
has  for  its  object  the  release  of  that  source  of  payment 
which  alone  is  authorized  by  the  law  that  permits  the 
improvement. 

Judgment  upon  the  demurrer  for  the  defendants  with 
costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
William  Brown  agt.  Jacob  Webbk,  Jr. 

H.  hftTing  mmdo  a  oontnet  with  the  defendant  to  bnild  him  a  ww  mill  on  hif  landi^ 
after  part  performanoe,  made  a  snb-eontraet  with  the  plaintiff  to  oomplete  the 
job.  The  plaintiff  eommeneed  work  aoooidingly,  but  a  few  daji  after  went  to  tlia 
defendant}  informed  him  he  had  learned  H.  wai  irresponsible}  and  deelined  goiq^ 
on  with  the  job.  The  defendant,  to  induce  the  plaintiff  to  go  on  and  finish  the 
mill,  promised  that  **  he  would  see  that  plaintiff  did  not  lose  anything  by  it,*' 
•ad  that  «he  woald  see  that  plaintiff  got  his  pay."  JlWtf,  that  the  pnsnia* 
was  a  eollat«ral  undertaking,  and  not  being  in  writing  was  Toid  bj  the  statuta 
of  frauds.    Caicpbkll,  J.,  dissented. 

And  it  appearing  farther  that  while  the  pkintiff  was  finishing  tha  Job,  he  and  hia 
hands  boarded  with  defendant,  under  a  oontraot  between  the  parties,  and  thai 
the  defendant  furnished  some  materials  to  be  used  in  the  work,  whioh,  under  the 
original  oontraot,  H.  and  plaintiff  were  to  find.  Beld,  also,  that  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  reeorer  the  ralue  of  sneh  boaid  and  matexiala  in  this  attiMi  of  th« 
plaintiff. 

General  Term,  1862. 


BalooMi  Parker  and  Campbell,  Justices. 
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The  defendant  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing, 
under  seal,  with  William  W.  Horton,  bearing  date  the  13th 
■day  of  December,  1855,  by  which  the  latter  bound  himself 
to  build  a  saw-mill  for  the  defendant  on  his  lands,  in  thd 
town  of  Roseboom,  in  a  manner  therein  specified,  and  far- 
-uish  all  the  materials  therefor,  and  complete  and  have  it 
ready  "  for  running,  in  a  good  workmanlike  manner,  by  the 
55th  of  August,  1866,"  The  defendant  was  to  pay  Horton 
4600  for  building  the  mill  and  furnishing  the  materials — 
4300  when  the  frame  was  up,  and  $300  on  the  1st  day  of 
November,  1856.  Horton  and  the  defendant  altered  said 
agreement  in  some  respects,  by  writing  under  seal  execated 
by  them,  bearing  date  the  2d  day  of  July,  1856.  Horton 
framed  and  raised  the  mill,  and  afterwards  on  the  17th 
day  of  July,  1856,  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writings 
under  seal,  with  the  plaintiff,  whereby  the  plaintiff  bound 
himself  to  Horton  to  go  on  and  finish  and  fully  complete 
said  mill,  ready  and  fit  for  business,  so  far  as  the  carpen- 
ters' and  mill-wright  work  was  included,  in  a  good  work- 
manlike manner,  on  or  before  the  25th  day  of  August,  1856, 
Horton  agreeing  to  furnish  all  the  materials  for  the  same, 
for  which  Horton  was  bound  to  pay  the  plaintiff  $110  on 
the  1st  day  of  November  in  the  same  year,  by  passing  over 
to  the  plaintiff  an  obligation  in  writing  executed  by  the 
defendant  for  $110,  payable  on  the  first  day  of  November 
aforesaid.  On  the  18th  day  of  July,  1856,  Horton  and  the 
plaintiff,  by  a  writing  under  seal,  signed  by  them  and  dated 
that  day,  changed  their  said  agreement,  bearing  date  the 
previous  day,  so  as  to  bind  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  all  the 
materials  necessary  for  finishing  the  saw-mill  and  flume,  and 
to  cover  the  mill,  except  such  as  were  then  on  hand,  and 
the  castings  named  in  Horton's  contract  with  the  defend- 
.ant;  and  in  consideration  thereof,  Horton  was  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  the  further  sum  of  $90,  making  $200  in  all  the 
plaintiff  was  to  receive  of  Horton ;  and  it  was  stipulated 
that  the  whole  $200  should  be  paid  by  Horton  to  the  plain- 
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tiff,  by  defendant's  note  payable  the  lat  day  of  November, 
1856.  The  plaintiff  commenced  work  npon  the  mill  about 
the  I7th  day  of  July,  1856,  under  the  contracts  with  Hor^ 
ton,  bearing  date  Jaly  17th  and  18th  of  that  year.  He 
continued  to  work  on  the  mill  until  about  the  15th  day  of 
September,  1856,  when  it  was  ready  to  ran,  and  the  defend- 
ant commenced  sawing  in  it. 

The  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  in  this  action  of  the  de> 
fendant  for  the  work  performed  by  him  (plaintiff)  in  build- 
ing  the  mill.  He  claimed  that  he  did  the  work  under  a  pro- 
mise of  the  defendant  to  pay  him  therefor ;  and  that  he 
bad  performed  his  contracts  with  Horton,  and  built  the  mill 
in  accordance  with  the  contracts  between  the  defendant  and 
Horton,  except  in  some  respects,  of  which  the  defendant 
approved. 

The  action  was  tried  before  a  referee,  who  found  that 
the  plaintiff  commenced  work  on  the  mill  under  the  con- 
tracts he  made  with  Horton  of  July  17th  and  18th,  1856 ; 
that  "  after  said  commencement  on  the  said  mill,  the  plain- 
tiff became  fearful  that  Horton  was  not  responsible  for  the 
performance  of  the  contracts  aforesaid,  on  his  (Horton's) 
part,  which  he  communicated  to  defendant  Weber ;"  "  that 
the  defendant,  to  induce  the  plaintiff  to  go  on  and  finish 
the  mill  according  to  the  contract,  did  promise  the  plain- 
tiff that  if  he  would  go  on  and  finish  the  mill  according  to 
contract,  he  would  see  that  plaintiff  did  not  lose  anything 
by  it  Also,  that  defendant  told  plaintiff  that  he  would 
see  that  plaintiff  got  his  pay,  if  plaintiff  finished  the  mill 
according  to  contract,^' — meaning  the  contract  between 
the  defMidant  and  Horton,  dated  December  13,  1866,  as 
altered  on  the  2d  day  of  July,  1856 ;  *'  that  plaintiff  went 
on  and  finished  the  mill  according  to  the  contracts  between 
said  defendant  and  Horton,  with  the  following  exceptions,  • 
viz :  the  said  mill  was  not  all  inclosed  ;  that  some  of  the 
sheeting  on  the  roof  were  more  than  one  foot  apart.  There 
were  no  trap  doors  for  saw-dust  to  pass  down ;  the  hingea 
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to  the  fall  doorfl  were  not  of  sufficient  strength  and  size  to 
hold  them;  the  main  water  wheel  was  from  foar  to  six 
inches  higher  than  in  the  old  mill ;  the  carriage  was  not 
made  long  enough  to  saw  a  twenty-four  foot  log ;  that  the 
mill  was  not  completed  by  the  26th  of  August,  1866 ;''  "that 
the  plaintiff  and  his  hands  quit  work  about  the  16th  day 
day  of  September,  1866,  and  did  not  after  that  work  on 
said  mill ;  that  during  the  time  plaintiff  and  his  hands  were 
at  work,  the  defendant  was  often  at  the  mill,  and  expressed 
his  approbation  of  the  work  as  it  progressed  up  to  the  time 
Brown  and  his  hands  left  the  mill,  except  the  single  instance 
of  the  hinges  to  the  fall  doors.  Also,  that  defendant  about 
the  time  plaintiff  and  his  hands  left  the  mill,  and  after- 
wards, used  the  mill  for  sawing  purposes ;''  but  that  he 
used  the  mill  pursuant  to  an  understanding  or  agreement 
between  him,  Horton  and  the  plaintiff, ''  that  it  should  not 
be  regarded  as  an  acceptance  of  the  mill/'  The  referee 
also  found  that  there  was  affirmative  evidence  that  plaintiff 
regarded  his  contracts  with  Horton  as  being  in  full  force. 
The  referee  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  upon 
the  defendant's  promise  that  he  would  see  that  plaintiff  had 
his  pay  for  his  work,  or  should  lose  nothing  if  he  would  go 
on  and  finish  the  mill  according  to  contract,  because  such 
promise  was  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  The  plaintiff 
and  his  hands  boarded  with  defendant  while  they  worked 
on  the  mill,  under  an  agreement  (as  found  by  the  referee) 
by  which  the  plaintiff  was  to  pay  defendant  therefor  $2  per 
week  for  each  person  boarded ;  and  for  this  board  and  some 
other  account,  the  referee  found  the  plaintiff  was  indebted 
to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $49.66.  Judgment  was  entered 
against  the  plaintiff  for  that  sum  with  costs.  The  plain- 
tiff's counsel  took  exceptions  on  the  trial,  and  also  excep- 
ted to. the  findings  of  the  referee.  The  plaintiff  appealed 
from  the  judgment  to  the  general  term  of  the  court. 
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E.  Count Y&MAN, /or  appellant* 

A  promise  cannot  be  collateral  within  the  statnte  of 
frauds  when  a  party  simply  answers  for  what  accrues  to 
his  own  individual  benefit.  So  long  as  the  promisor  is  the 
person  interested,  his  promise  cannot  be  to  answer  for 
another  person  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  although 
such  other  person  may  have  also  made  a  like  engagement 
with  the  promisee.  Indeed,  the  rule  may  now  be  consid- 
ered settled  in  this  state,  that  where  the  new  promise  is 
founded  on  a  consideration  of  benefit  or  advantage  to  the 
promisor^  who  is  directly  interested  in  the  performance  of 
the  contract,  it  is  valid,  although  the  original  debt  be  still 
subsisting,  and  the  liability  of  the  original  debtor  remain- 
ing in  full  force.  {Leonard  agt.  Vredinburgh^  8  Johns. ^  23- 
31 ;  Harrison  agt.  Lawtell,  10  Johns.,  242 ;  Myers  agt.  Morse, 
15  JoAn*.,  424;  Farley  agt.  Cleveland,  4  Cou?.,  432;  id.,  9 
Cow.,  639,  in  Court  of  Errors ;  Gardner  agt.  Hopkins,  5 
Wetid.,  23;  King  agt.  Despard,  5  Wend.,  277;  Meech  agt. 
Smith,  7  Wend.,  318,  319 ;  Rogers  agt.  Kneeland,  13  Wend., 
114 ;  Mather  agt.  Perry,  2  Benio,  162 ;  Colgan  agt.  Aymar, 
Lalor's  Sup.  to  Hill  and  Benio,  27 ;  Flanders  agt.  Crolius,  1 
Buer,  206 ;  Stilwell  agt.  Otis,  7  Mb.,  431 ;  Brown  agt.  Cur- 
tis, 2  Coms.,  225 ;  Mallory  agt.  GUlett,  21  Jf.  Y.,  412  ;  See 
also  Jfelson  agt.  Boynton,  3  Metcalf,  396 ;  2  Parsons  on 
Contracts,  305 ;  Quintard  agt.  BeWolf  34  BarJ.,  97;  Bev- 
lin  agt.  Woodgale,  id.,  252.) 

James  E.  Dewey, /or  re^pondcn^. 

The  promise  is  incontestably  "  to  answer  for  the  debt, 
default  or  miscarriage  of  another,"  and  is  within  all  the 
mischiefs  which  the  statute  to  prevent  frauds  and  perjuries 
was  designed  to  remedy.  (3  R.  S.,  221,  5th  ed.,  §2;  Bar- 
ber agt.  Foar,  1  Stark.,  270;  Mallory  agt.  GilUtt,2S  Barb., 
610,  affirmed  in  court  of  appeals,  September  term,  1860 ;  liar- 
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son  agt.  WymoHj  14  Wend.,  246 ;  CarrilU  agt.  Cram,  5  Hill, 
485  ;  Brown  agt.  Bradshaw,  1  Duer,  199  ;  Cvr^u  agt.  Brwon, 
5  CWA.,  488-492;  14  Barb.,  570.) 

1.  The  expressions  used,  "would  stt  that  plaintiff  did  not 
lose  anything  by  it,"  and  ''would  see  that  plaintiff  got  his 
fay,"  plainly  import  an  intent  to  guarantee  performance  by 
another,  not  that  the  promissor  himself  will  pay.  {Smith 
agt.  Harris,  2  Stark.,  48 ;  Thompson  agt.  Bond,  1  Campb., 
6 ;  Keate  agt.  Temple,  1  Bos.  tf  Pull.,  158 ;  Watkins  agt 
Perkins,  1  Lord  Raymond,  224 ;  Matson  agt.  TTAaram,  2 
Term  R.,  80 ;  Broion  agt.  Bradshaw,  1  Duer,  199-201 ;  Co- 
hill  agt  Bigelow,  18  Pick.,  869-372 ;  Brown's  Statute  oj 
Frauds,  198,  ^  199.) 

2.  If  any  credit  was  given  to  Horton,  the  promise  was 
collateral  and  void.  {Brown's  Statute  of  Frauds,  195-7  ; 
Anderson  agt  Hayman,  1  H.  BL  R.,  120 ;  Brady  agt  Sack- 
rider,  1  Sandf.,  514.) 

3.  Whether  credit  was  given  to  Horton  or  to  the  defend- 
ant,  was  exclusively  a  question  of  fact,  {Brown's  Statute  of 
Frauds,  199,  §  199,)  which  has  been  found  against  the 
plaintiff. 

By  the  court,  Balcou,  Justice.  The  referee  did  not 
commit  any  error  in  the  case,  unless  it  was  in  holding  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  upon  the  promise  of  the  de- 
fendant, to  see  the  plaintiff  did  not  lose  anything  or  should 
get  his  pay,  if  he  would  go  on  and  finish  the  mill  according 
to  the  contracts  between  Horton  and  the  defendant  After 
the  plaintiff  commenced  working  on  the  mill,  he  became 
fearful  that  Horton  was  not  responsible  for  the  performance 
of  those  contracts,  and  communicated  that  fact  to  the  de- 
fendant The  defendant,  *'  to  induce  the  plaintiff  to  go  on 
and  finish  the  mill  according  to  those  contracts,"  then 
made  the  promise  to  the  plaintiff  which  I  have  mentioned. 
The  referee  held  this  promise  was  void  by  the  statute  of 
frauds,  (2  R.  S.,  135,  §  2,  sub.  2.)    The  controlling  ques- 
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lion  in  the  case,  therefore,  is,  whether  this  was  a  "  special 
promise  to  answer  for  the  debt,  default  or  miscarriage  of 
another  person/'  If  it  was  such  a  promise,  it  was  void, 
because  it  was  not  in  writing.  The  plaintiff's  counsel 
insists  that  the  promise  made  was  not  collateral  but  origi- 
nal; that  the  consideration  for  it  was  beneficial  to  the 
defendanti  and  therefore  binding  upon  him.  If  the  referee 
had  found  that  the  plaintiff  abandoned  his  contracts  with 
Horton,  or  refused  to  go  on  under  them,  and  that  thereupon 
the  defendant  promised  him  if  he  would  go  on  and  finish 
the  mill,  in  the  manner  specified  in  the  contracts  between 
Horton  and  the  defendant,  he  would  see  the  plaintiff  did 
not  lose  anything,  or  should  be  paid  for  his  work,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  relying  upon  such  promise  did  go  on  and  com- 
plete the  mill,  the  defendant  would  be  bound  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  for  all  the  work  he  performed  subsequent  to  such 
promise.  But  the  referee  has  not  found  that  the  plaintiff 
abandoned  his  contracts  with  Horton  or  refused  to  go  on 
under  them ;  and  has  found  there  was  affirmative  evidence 
that  the  plaintiff  regarded  those  contracts  as  being  in  full 
force.  It  therefore  seems  to  be  very  clear,  if  the  plaintiff 
completed  the  mill  so  the  defendant  was  satisfied  it  answered 
the  contracts  between  him  and  Horton,  he  could  have  re- 
covered 0^  Horton  the  price  he  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff 
therefor.  And  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  promise  of  the 
defendant  **  to  see  the  plaintiff  got  his  pay,"  or  should  not 
lose  anything  if  he  would  go  on  and  complete  the  mill,  was 
collateral,  and  a  special  one  to  answer  for  the  debt,  default 
or  miscarriage  of  Horton.  The  most  that  can  be  claimed 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  is  that  the  promise  of  the 
defendant  induced  the  plaintiff  to  go  on  and  perform  his 
contracts  with  Horton ;  and  that  the  defendant  assumed  to 
be  surety  for  Horton's  performance  of  those  contracts.  The 
plaintiff  was  still  in  the  employ  of  Horton,  and  was  not  at 
any  time  servant  or  employee  of  the  defendant.  Horton 
remained  the  principal  debtor  of  the  plaintiff.    It  follows 
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Oimlg  agt.  Hjrdt. 

that  the  defendant  is  not  liable  on  his  promisei  because  it 
was  not  in  writing. 

I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  cite  authorities  to 
mxstain  any  of  the  foregoing  views,  or  deemed  it  profitable 
to  comment  upon  any  of  the  decisions  relied  upon  by  the 
counsel  for  either  party*  I  will  only  say,  I  have  examined 
all  the  authories  cited  upon  the  points  of  the  counsel  in  the 
cause. 

The  judgment  in  the  action  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

ParkeR)  J.,  concurred.  Gampbsll,  J»y  diasentedy  and 
delivered  a  dissenting  opinion. 

Judgment  affirmed  with  costs. 


■^#♦- 


SUPEBME  COURT. 
Helsva  Ckaio  agt.  Hibam  Hydx  and  others. 

When  the  plftintiff  in  hii  eomplaint  olainu  tpwyu  r^tUfpntly  •qvlUMe, 
ike  defttidADtiy  md  M»kM  m>  deniMd  tot  menoy  er  duug***  *>d  ^*  f**ti  show 
thfti  the  reUtioB  of  debtor  and  ereditor  eziete  between  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ante,  and  that  the  latter  are  alone  reeponiible  to  the  plaintiff  in  an  aotion  for  a 
money  d§mand,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  allowed  to  cJt«nf  •  hi$  re«M^  by  obtain- 
ing an  order  that  the  iirae  be  tried  bj  »  jtoy  ae  a  money  d^momd.  The  eom- 
plaint  mnit  be  di»mi9999d, 

Jfew  York  Special  Term^  January ^  1863. 

The  defendants  in  this  action  were  Hiram  Hyde,  James 
C.  Cogswell^  and  The  American  Telegraph  Company.  The 
complaint  set  forth  an  agreement  between  Hyde  and  D,  EL 
Craig,  whereunder  Hyde  subscribed  for  830  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  telegraph  company,  210  of  which  were 
to  belong  to  Craig,  and  the  remaining  120  shares  to  Hyde. 
The  plaintiff,  the  wife  of  D.  H.  Craig,  became  the  assignee 
of  his  interest  in  the  agreement,  and  subsequ»tly  reoeiyed 
transfers  of  the  210  shares. 

Certificates  for  120  shares  were  issued  by  the  company 
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Cmif  Aft.  Hjd«. 

to  Hyde,  who  afterwards  (in  the  fall  of  1857)  tranaferred 
them  to  Cogswell  as  collateral  security  for  a  loan,  and  a 
new  certificate  for  the  same  was  issued  to  Cogswell. 

Mrs.  Craig,  the  plaintiff,  in  1868  sold  to  the  company 
certain  property  for  the  sum  of  (about)  seventeen  thousand 
dollars,  for  which  she  was  credited  on  the  company's  books. 
At  the  time  the  credit  was  made,  her  account  was  charged 
with  the  sum  of  $3,661.23 — the  amount  then  appearing  to 
be  unpaid,  and  due  upon  the  120  shares  held  by  Cogswell, 
and  that  sum  was  credited  to  Cogswell's  account. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  transfer  of  the  said  sum 
was  made  by  the  officers  of  the  company  wrongfully  and 
without  her  knowledge  or  consent,  and  she  asked  for  relief, 
principally  '*  that  it  be  adjudged  that  said  credit  of  |3,661.- 
23,  with  interest  thereon  from  May  10, 1858,  is  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  officers  and  agents  of  the 
American  Telegraph  Company  be  required  and  compelled 
to  withdraw  said  credit  of  $3,661.23  from  the  stock  of  said 
Cogswell,  and  to  re-transfer  the  same  to  the  credit  of  the 
personal  account  of  plaintiff." 

The  action  was  defended  by  Hyde  A  Cogswell*  The  tel- 
egraph  company  did  not  appear. 

William  Lawson  and  David  Dudley  Fixld,  for  pPff. 
Walter  Edwards,  Jr.  and  Hamilton  Odell, /or  defHs 
Hyde  and  CogswdL 

Clebke,- Justice.  Even  assuming  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not,  in  person  or  by  her  agent,  authorize  the  American 
Telegraph  Company  to  transfer  the  amount  in  question 
($3,661.23)  to  the  credit  of  the  stock  held  in  Cogswell's 
name,  yet  this  was  nothing  more  than  the  misapplication 
of  that  sum  by  the  company,  for  which  the  latter  alone  are 
responsible  to  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  a  money  demand. 
The  relation  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  company  was 
that  of  creditor  and  debtor,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
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liabilities  pertaining  to  suoh  a  relation  shonld,-  in  this  case, 
be  enforced  by  anj  specific  form  of  relief.  If  the  company 
fail  or  refuse  to  pay  this  amount  to  the  plaintiff,  the  remedy 
is  plain  and  adequate,  and  the  questions  which  may  arise 
are  to  be  tried,  as  the  constitution  prescribes,  before  a  jury, 
nnless  both  parties  expressly  waive  that  mode  of  trial.  No 
legal  liability  to  the  plaintiff  has  been  proved  against  Cogs- 
well and  Hyde,  and  the  complaint  must  be  dismissed  against 
them.  The  only  question  upon  which  any  doubt  can  arise 
is,  whether  as  the  company  may-be  liable  to  refund  this 
money  to  the  plaintiff,  still  although  she  has  mistaken  her 
remedy,  may  not  the  court,  instead  of  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint as  against  the  company,  order  the  issue,  as  a  money 
demand,  to  be  tried  before  a  jury. 

\I  do  not  understand  the  court  of  appeals  in  Emory  agt*. 
Pease  to  go  to  this  extent.  In  that  case  the  complaint, 
without  averring  that  the  parties  had  stated  an  account, 
set  forth  a  state  of  facts  showing  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  an  account,  and  tending  to  show  an  account 
stated.  It  demanded  judgment  for  a  sum  certain  as  an 
ascertained  balance.  It  was  held  the  complaint  should  not 
be  dismissed,  but  that  the  action  should  proceed  as  if  the 
plaintiff  had  prayed  an  accounting  and  judgment  for  the 
amount  which  should  thereupon  be  found  due.  Thus  he 
stated  facts  showing  that  he  was  entitled  to  an  account, 
and  that  the  court  allowed  him  instead  of  allowing  the 
specific  sum  to  which  he  claimed  he  was  entitled. 

In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff  claims  specific  relief, 
purely  equitable,  against  the  company  and  two  other  de- 
fendants, and  makes  no  demand  for  money  or  damages. 
She  asks  nothing  but  relief.  The  remedy  she  seeks  is  so 
dissimilar  to  that  to  which  she  can  prove  herself  entitled, 
that  I  think  it  would  be  productive  of  confusion  and  incon- 
venience in  the  administration  of  justice  to  allow  a  plaintiff 
in  such-  a  case  to  establish  a  remedy  so  entirely  different 
from,  and  almost  inconsistent  with,  the  redress  which.  9he 


516  I^lB^  ^OBK  PRACTICE  BXP0RT8. 

Lord  agt.  YiMland. 

has  attempted  in  the  first  instance  to  obtain,  and  which 
she  has  failed  to  obtain  after  protoacted  prooeediDgs,  a 
long  and  tedious  trial,  and  serions  expense  to  the  parties 
concerned. 

The  complaint  must  be  dismissed  as  to  all  of  the  defend- 
ants with  costs. 


SUPEEMB  COURT. 

BuFus  L.  Lord  agt.  Hartman  Yreeland,  executor  of  Eliza 
Lewis,  deceased ;  Hartman  YaESLAin},  executor  of  Dak* 
lEL  W.  Gautisr,  deceased ;  and  Hartman  Yreeland  in 
his  individual  capacity. 

f1i«  Moeptasee  of  «  rm€V<U  U*$$,  under  an  origliud  leait  of  imadMf ,  ntifioi 
MI7  tfao  covinant  U  renow;  it  doM  aot  mtiity  ai^  of  tho  other  ooToauiig  in  Um 
original  loase. 

On  i€murr$r,  where  faeti  are  ttated  in  a  oomplaint  showing  the*  tSie  plaintiff  hoi 
fipo  coniraeU  wfaleh  am  broken,  to  thai  an  aetion  ml^t  be  maintelned  on  either, 
hmt  are  not  atated  eeparately^  at  MToral  eueei  of  aetion,  the  aetion  mnit  be  oon* 
ddered  founded  on  that  oontraot  npon  which  it  can  be  raitained  aa  to  aome  or  all 
of  the  defendanta,  and  not  npon  the  oontcaet  where  the  aetion  mnat  fail  nnleaa 
•aw  pmrH$$  are  bronght  in. 

The  alif^gationa  of  the  eomplaint  ahowing  a  oanae  of  aetion  in  anoh  eaae,w]doh  can- 
not be  anatained  for  want  of  proper  partiea  defendant,  moat  be  treated  aa  irrtU^ 
9aiU  or  UnmcteHalf  and  upon  uetioB  Aenld  be  9trieke»  out* 

Where  aa  $g$€uior  reeeirea  proper^  in  hia  own  right  aa  a  gift,  tnm  the  teatator, 
it  inTolyea  the  aame  equitable  liability  to  satiafy  the  damagea  ariaing  from  the 
breach  of  oorenanta  In  a  leaae  ^ren  by  the  leatator,  aa  when  held  by  the  ieatator. 

the  peraon  to  whom  waa  beqaeathed  tha  ptrsonai  aatof  a»  or  hia  legal  repneeatatlTea 
are  proper  and  neeeaaary  parti€$t  to  oondade  any  olaim  hereafter  to  the  eatata 
of  the  teatator,  in  the  handa  of  hia  eieentor. 

A  deararrer  maat  reaeh  tha  wMe  of  a  aanaa  q^  aeMoa.  A  pangraphaaanolba 
oKpoag^  an  damnnar,  aaleaa  it  aaBooata  to  a  M0farat$  caata  qf  acMoa,  and  if 


JfM  York  Oeneral  Ttrntj  jywember^  1862. 
Ingraham,  Lsovard  and  Glsrix,  JuiHcts. 
Tbxs  is  an  appeal  fSrom  an  order  i^verruliug  a  detturrar 
to  the  complaiot. 
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Wm.  CumTis  Notes,  far  appellatU. 
Daniel  LoBD,/or  rtspimdent. 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  Justice.  This  is  an  appeal  from 
an  order  overraling  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

1.  The  first  objection  to  the  complaint  is,  that  the  re- 
newal lease,  having  been  accepted  by  the  plaintifif,  consti- 
tutes a  satisfaction  of  all  the  covenants  of  the  original 
lease. 

The  objection  is  not  well  taken.  The  renewal  lease  sat- 
isfies only  tho  covenant  to  renew.  It  is  no  satisfaction  of 
the  other  covenants. 

2.  The  second  objection  relates  to  the  liability  of  Vree- 
land  as  executor  of  Gautier,  and  individually.  The  demur- 
rer assumes  that  the  complaint  contains  two  causes  of 
action.    In  this,  I  think,  the  defendant  is  mistaken. 

Some  of  the  subsequent  objections  also  assume  the  same 
ground. 

There  is  but  one  injury,  and  but  one  satisfaction  is 
sought  by  the  complaint. 

The  pleader  has  unnecessarily  stated  the  covenants  in 
the  renewed  lease  and  the  breach  of  them,  as  well  as  the 
covenants  of  the  original  lease  and  their  breach,  and  has 
claimed  to  recover  damages  by  reason  of  certain  covenants 
in  each  of  these  leases,  which  are  alike. 

A  statement  of  the  covenants  of  the  two  leases,  and  of 
their  breach,  is  consolidated  in  the  complaint,  as  if  the  two 
constituted  a  single  cause  of  action. 

The  complaint  does  not  purport  to  state  two  causes  of 
action  separately. 

A  reference  to  the  renewed  lease  was  necessary  only  so 
far  as  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  lawful  possessioni 
as  against  the  defendants,  at  the  time  he  was  ejected^  which 
was  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  granted  in  the  original 
lease,  and  as  the  foundation  for  claiming  certain  expenses 
sustained  in  obtaining  the  renewed  lease,  and  in  defending 
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poseeasioQ  against  those  demanding  it  by  a  paramount  title. 
Bat  this  reference  gave  no  occasion  for  stating  the  cove- 
nants of  the  renewed  lease,  or  what  breaches  of  them  had 
occurred. 

The  defendant  is  right  in  asiierting  that,  in  an  action  for 
breaches  of  the  covenants  of  the  renewed  lecLse,  the  proper 
parties  defendant  are  not  before  the  court,  inasmuch  as 
there  are  others  who  executed  that  lease  jointly  with  the 
defendant,  but  are  not  made  parties  here. 

There  are,  however,  sufficient  parties,  and  all  the  proper 
parties  before  the  court  here,  in  an  action  founded  on  the 
original  lease. 

As  an  action  on  the  renewed  lease,  it  would  fail  alto- 
gether, without  the  addition  of  other  parties,  while,  as  an 
action  on  the  original  lease,  there  is  no  want  of  parties  de- 
fendant. 

It  must  be  held  on  demurrer,  where  facts  are  stated  in 
a  complaint,  showing  that  the  plaintiff  has  two  contracts 
which  are  broken,  so  that  an  action  might  be  maintained 
on  either,  but  are  not  stated  separately,  as  several  causes 
of  action,  that  the  action  is  founded  on  that  contract  upon 
which  it  can  be  sustained  as  to  some  or  all  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  not  upon  that  contract  where  the  action  must  fail 
unless  new  parties  are  brought  in.  The  allegations  show- 
ing a  cause  of  action  in  such  case,  which  cannot  be  sustained 
for  want  of  proper  parties  defendant,  must  be  treated  as 
irrelevant  or  immaterial,  and  upon  motion  should  be  stricken 
out. 

For  these  reasons,  as  well  as  that  the  intent  of  the  pleader 
is  manifest  to  pursue  the  representatives  of  the  original 
lessor,  Eliza  Lewis,  deceased,  it  must  be  held  that  this 
action  is  brought  to  recover  for  the  breach  of  certain  cove- 
nants contained  in  the  original  lease. 

The  arguments  in  favor  of  a  contrary  decision  are  drawn 
from  the  inartificial,  redundant  and  irrelevant  matter  con- 
tained in  the  complaint,  considered  as  an  action  on  the 
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original  lease  only.  Such  defects  in  pleading  are  reached 
by  a  motion  to  expunge  or  strike  out,  bnt  are  not  the  ground 
of  a  demurrer. 

Having  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  action  is  upon 
the  original  lease,  is  there  any  capacity  in  which  Yreeland 
is  made  defendant,  in  which,  upon  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint,  he  will  not  be  liable  to  respond,  or  will  not  be 
a  proper  party  defendant  ? 

His  liability  as  executor  of  Eliza  Lewis  has  not  been 
disputed.  It  will  be  necessary  to  consider  only  his  liability, 
or  the  propriety  of  his  joinder  here,  as  a  party  defendant, 
as  executor  of  Daniel  W.  Gautier,  deceased,  and  in  his 
individual  capacity. 

Ist.  As  to  the  liability  of  Yreeland  in  his  individual 
capacity. 

The  allegations  of  the  complaint  are  not  entirely  harmo^ 
moQS  as  to  the  manner  by  which  the  real  estate  devised 
by  Eliza  Lewis  to  Gautier  came  from  him  to  Yreeland.  It 
is  averred  in  one  part  of  the  complaint  that  Gautier  con- 
veyed to  John  Leveridge  all  the  real  estate  devised  to 
him  by  Eliza  Lewis  in  trust  to  convey  it  to  Yreeland  upon 
the  death  of  Gautier,  and  that  Leveridge,  in  pursuance  of 
the  trust,  conveyed  it  to  Yreeland.  Subsequently  it  is 
alleged  that  the  specific  property  devised  by  Eliza  Lewis 
to  Gautier,  was  by  him  devised  to  Yreeland,  and  that  Yree- 
land received  it. 

In  either  case  it  came  to  Yreeland  as  a  gift  from  Gau- 
tier, without  the  payment  of  any  consideration,  and  involves 
the  same  equitable  liability  to  satisfy,  to  the  extent  of  the 
property  or  estate  so  received,  the  damages  arising  from 
the  breach  of  the  covenants  of  Eliza  Lewis,  deceased. 

2d.  As  to  the  liability  of  Yreeland  as  the  executor  of 
Gautier,  deceased. 

It  is  averred  that  a  large  amount  of  personal  estate  came 
to  the  hands  of  Yreeland  as  the  executor  of  Eliza  Lewis, 
deceased,  and  still  remains  in  his  hands. 
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The  personal  estate  was  bequeathed  by  her  to  Daniel  W« 
Oautier,  deceased.  His  ezecator  would  be  entitled  to 
take  after  the  estate  of  Eliza  Lewis  was  settled^  The  ex^ 
ecutor  of  Gautier  is  properly  a  party  to  conclade  any  claim 
hereafter  to  the  estate  of  Eliza  Lewis,  deceased,  in  the 
hands  of  her  executor  on  behalf  of  Gaqtier's  representatiTes, 
He  is  a  necessary  party  in  the  settlement  of  the  rights  of 
the  various  claimants  of  the  fund,  and  also  to  reach  any 
personal  estate  received  by  his  executor,  from  the  estate  of 
Eliza  Lewis,  deceased,  or  to  which  the  executor  of  Gautier 
is  now  entitled.  It  is  also  insisted  in  this  second  ground 
of  demurrer  that  certain  expenditures  are  mentioned  aa 
damages  for  which  the  plaintiff  claims  that  the  defendant 
is  liable  in  ^ddi^tion  to  the  natural  damages  arising  from 
the  breach  of  the  covenants  in  the  lease,  and  that  the  com* 
plaint  does  not  in  this  respect  state  a  cause  of  action. 

This  amounts  to  a  demurrer  only  to  a  portion  or  para- 
graph in  a  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  complaint. 

A  demurrer  must  reach  the  whole  of  a  cause  of  action, 
A  paragraph  cannot  be  expunged  on  demurrer  unless  it 
amounts  to  a  separate  cause  of  action,  and  is  so  stated. 

The  third  ground  of  demurrer  relates  to  the  averments 
respecting  the  renewed  lease,  supposed  to  be  a  second  cause 
of  action,  and  the  omission  of  several  of  the  joint  covenan* 
tors  therein  as  parties  defendant,  and  to  the  improper  join* 
der  of  an  action  on  the  renewed  lease  with  an  action  on  the 
original  one. 

These  grounds,  as  has  been  before  shown,  depend  on  the 
mistaken  assumption  that  more  than  one  cause  of  action  is 
stated  in  the  complaint,  and  require  no  further  comment. 

The  only  remaining  cause  of  demurrer  relates  to  all  other 
causes  of  action  in  the  complaint,  besides  those  founded  on 
the  two  leases. 

This  can  hardly  be  considered  as  a  general  demurrer,  for 
the  want  of  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
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There  is  no  cause  of  action  in  the  complaint  except  such  as 
arises  from  the  lease  or  leases. 

Considered  as  a  general  demurrer,  there  are  sufficient 
allegations  to  show  a  breach  of  the  covenant  that  the  re- 
newal lease  should  be  executed  by  the  parties  lawfully 
entitled^  and  of  that  providing  against  a  compulsory  sur- 
render of  the  premises  until  payment  has  been  made  or 
tendered  for  the  building  erected  by  the  lessee.  Under  the 
circumstances  of  the  eviction  averred  in  the  complaint,  the 
presumption  of  non-payment  or  tender  is  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed  with  costs, 
with  liberty  to  the  defendant  within  twenty  days*to  answer 
upon  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  demurrer^  and  of  this 
appeal,  to  be  adjusted  by  the  clerk. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Charles  0.  Richardson  agt.  The  Brooklyn  Citt  &  New- 
town Railroad  Company. 

Wlien  it  if  ftUoffod  by  the  yiatntiff  >i  oftorMy,  that  labieqiieiit  to  tlit  entry  of  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiiTj  he  anigned  it  without  the  knowledfe  of  his  attonieyy 
with  a  view  to  defraod  him  out  of  his  feet  for  servioes  in  the  action;  on  motion^ 
the  attorney  may  httre  a  re/erence  to  aioertain  his  Hen  or  right,  if  he  has  any, 
beyond  tiie  taxabU  eo9t9,  on  or  to  the  judgment  on  the  final  reeoreiy  to  be  had 
in  the  aetion,  as  againpt  the  assignee. 

And  ssch  a  reference'  will  be  allowed,  although  it  does  not  appear,  except  by  the 
attorney's  daim,  on  the  notion  that  there  was  any  9pBeiai  agrtemwii,  between 
the  plaintiff  and  his  attorney,  that  he  should  reo^re  man  than  the  tasmbU  eotU, 

Kings  General  Term^  Decemher,  1862. 

This  cause  was  tried  January  31,  1862,  and  a  verdict 
rendered  for  the  plaintiff.  On  the  8th  of  March,  a  judg- 
ment was  entered  for  $1,377.24,  from  which  an  appeal  was 
immediately  taken  by  the  defendants  to  the  general  term. 
Subsequently,  the  plaintitf  it  is  alleged,  with  the  view  of 
Vol.  XXIY.  21 
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defrauding  his  attorney  out  of  his  fees  for  services,  assigned 
the  judgment  to  one  William  Cutler,  without  the  knowledge 
of  his  attorney.  The  cause  was  called  on  the  calendar  of 
the  general  term,  at  Brooklyn,  December  10,  1862,  and 
counsel  on  both  sides  were  ifeady  to  argue  it,  though  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  knowing  nothing  of  the  assign- 
ment, was  not  present.  On  the  ex  parte  motion  of  A.  H. 
Hitchcockf  who  said  he  was  the  attorney  for  the  assignee, 
and  without  notice  to  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
court  granted  an  order  to  the  effect  that  it  be  referred  to 
Hon.  George  G.  Reynolds,  to  'take  proof  and  ascertain  the 
amount  of  costs  as  taxed  in  the  suit,  and  report  thereon ; 
and  on  the  coming  in  of  the  report,  and  on  the  payment  by 
said  Cutler  to  said  attorney  the  amount  of  said  costs,  that 
then  said  A.  H.  Hitchcock  be  substituted  as  the  attorney 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  deliver  up  the  papers  in  this 
suit.  An  agreement  had  been  made,  it  was  alleged,  between 
the  attorney  and  the  plaintiff  for  a  much  larger  sum  than 
the  taxed  costs.  This  was  a  motion  on  the  part  of  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff  to  amend  or  modify  said  ex  parte 
order,  so  as  to  authorize  the  referee  to  take  proof  and  re- 
port the  full  extent  of  the  lien  which  the  attorney  for 
the  plaintiff  may  have  for  his  fees  for  services  as  attorney 
and  counsel,  fees  of  associate  counsel,  disbursements  paid, 
Ac.  On  this  motion  the  plaintiff  made  an  affidavit,  denjring 
that  any  agreement  between  him  and  his  attorney  had  been 
made. 

Mr.  Wheeler,  in  person^  cited  Wilkins  agt.  Battertnafij 
4  Barb.,  47,  (6.  T.;)  Sherwood  agt.  The  Buffalo  ^ 
Jf.  Y.  R.  R.  Co.,  12  Haw.,  136 ;  Creighton  agt  In- 
gersoll,  20  Barb.,  541,  (G.  T.;)  Ward  agt.  Words- 
worth, 1  E.  D.  Smith  R.,  598,  (G.  r.;j  {approved 
and  concurred  in  by  the  court  of  appeals,  in  18  JV*.  F. 
JR.,  368 ;)  Easton  agt.  Smith,  1  E.  D.  Smith  R.,  318, 
(G.  T.;)  McKenzie  agt.  Rhodes,  13  Mb.  P.  /{.,337; 
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Acktrman  agt.  Acktrman,  14  Ahh.  P.  R.,  229 ;  Hall 
agt.  Ayer,  9  Abb.  P.  R.,  220;  Hoffman  agt.  Van 
Jfostrand,  14  Abb.,  336 ;  Oarr  agt.  Mairet,  1  I/t/^on 
Jl.,  498;  5^011)6  agt.  Hamlin,  11  ffou^.,  452;  Moort 
agt.  Westervelt,  3  Sand.,  726  ;  Code,  §  303. 

LoTT,  Justice,  l^otion  denied  withont  costs,  but  with* 
out  prejudice  to  the  lien  or  right  of  Mr.  Wheeler,  if  be  has 
any  beyond  the  taxable  costs  referred  to  in  the  order  of 
December  10,  1862,  on  or  to  the  judgment  on  the  final  re- 
covery to  be  had  in  the  action,  as  against  the  assignee  of 
the  judgment  or  claim ;  and  the  order  may  be  amended  by 
inserting  a  provision  therein  to  that  effect,  or  by  the  enter- 
ing of  a  new  order  declaratory  thereof.  The  weight  of  the 
authorities  cited  by  Mr.  Wheeler  is,  to  declare  that  the  lien 
or  right  of  an  attorney  may  by  agreement  extend  beyond 
the  taxable  costs  to  any  sum  or  amount  stipulated,  but  that, 
in  the  absence  of  such  agreement,  the  taxable  costs  are 
prtma  facie  the  measure  of  his  compensation.  {Keenan  agt. 
Dorfiinger,  19  How.  P.  R.,  158  ;  Hall  agt.  Ayer,  id.,  p.  91 ; 
Rqaney  agt.  The  Second  Avenue  R.  R.  Co.,  18  JV.  F.  R.,  p. 
368,)  where  it  is  said  by  Judge  Habbis  :  In  the  absence  of 
any  agreement  on  the  subject,  I  suppose  the  sum  recovered 
by  the  party  as  an  indemnity  for  his  expenses  would  be  the 
measure  of  compensation  allowed  to  the  attorney.  This, 
then,  would  be  the  extent  of  his  lien.  And  Judge  Gomstock 
says,  if  there  is  a  special  agreement,  that  will  take  the  place 
of  the  pre-existing  statutory  rates,  but  does  not  express  any 
definite  opinion  as  to  the  rule  if  there  be  no  such  agree- 
ment. {See  aiso  CreigMon  agt.  Ingersoll,  20  Barb,,  p.  541.) 
No  special  agreement  is  alleged  by  Mr.  Wheeler.  It  is  true 
that  he  says  that  he  has  a  bona  fide  and  actual  lien  upon 
the  judgment  in  this  action  for  much  more  than  the  taxable 
costs  for  counsel  fees,  disbursements  and  the  expenses  al- 
ready incurred ;  but  he  does  not  state  how  it  has  been 
acquired,  and  I  can  only  look  upon  and  treat  the  statements 


S24  I^I^  70KK  PBAOnOB  REPORTS. 

Colwell  agt.  Lawr«DO«. 

EB  his  opinion  in  relation  to  his  legal  rights.  The  plain- 
tiff, on  the  contrary,  swears  that  at  the  time  he  employed 
said  Wheeler,  or  at  any  other  time,  no  agreement  was  made 
or  entered  into  between  said  Wheeler  and  this  deponent 
respecting  the  compensation  of  said  Wheeler  for  his  services 
in  said  action,  or  the  amount  thereof,  or  when  or  how  he 
was  to  be  paid.  Under  such  circumstances,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  order  of  10th  December  last,  is  as  favorable 
to  Mr.  Wheeler  in  reference  to  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  him, 
on  substitution  of  another  attorney,  as  he  is  entitled  to. 
{Stevenson  agt.  Stevensaii,  3  Edw.  Ch.  A.,  340 ;  Trustee  agt. 
Roper,  15  How.  P.  B.,  570.)  The  provisions  I  have  direc- 
ted to  be  made  for  his  benefit,  will  fully  protect  his  rights 
as  to  a  larger  claim. 


-M- 


SUPBEME  COURT. 

Joseph  Colwell,  respondent  agt.  Herbert  LawrencBi  Jr. 
and  Joseph  Foulksj  appellants. 

VIm  obJeoti<m  that  an  €i$9ignm§nifor  fJU  bmuJU  ^cfdUort  mm  B«t  «ZMVtad  hf 
all  the  parties,  iboald  be  taken  at  the  triali  it  ie  too  late  to  raiie  tneh  an  oljee* 
tlotty  to  defeat  the  anignee'i  title  on  appeal. 

A  r^feree*$  flading  on  qneitiom  of  fact  is  oonolveiTe— ihe  court  irill  not  diftorb  it 
on  ^»peal— mioh  faete^  ai  the  performanee  of  a  oontiaet ;  the  wairor  of  thai  p«r- 
fonnanee;  extension  of  time  for  iU  perfonnanee;  and  the  Talne  and  amovat  of 
defendant's  set-off.  . 

The  olaim  for  a  etiptUated  turn  as  Uqnddated  Samagee,  for  tiM  neB*perforaanoa 
of  a  contract,  cannot  be  enfoireed  nnder  the  law,  as  it  mnct  bo  oonttrued  at  the 
present  time,  where  the  contract  is  for  doing  a  piece  of  work,  the  defect  in  the 
completion  of  which  might  be  a  rerj  triiiiog  matter,  which  a  Tcrj  little  expense 
wonld  remedy,  and  consequently  a  rery  smaU  attooat  of  dasafc  (omnpar^  with 
the  stipolated  snm,)  wonld  be  the  rcsnlt. 

The  court  of  last  retort  will  probably  hare  to,  sooner  or  later,  settle  definitely,  the 
precise  question  whether  where  parties  hate  agreed,  in  any  eaee,  <tn  a  turn  mMck 
they  say  ehaU  he  liquidated  damagee^  they  ehould  or  not  he  held  to  their  i 
tract  ae  they  make  it. 

'     ^tw  York  General  Term,  JWw€in6er,  1862. 
IvfiRAHAM,  Leonard  and  Peckham,  Justices. 
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Thib  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Hon.  EL  P.  Hunt, 
referee,  who  had  rendered  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
respondent,  who  was  the  assignee  of  Birkbecks  &  Hodges, 
a  mannfa€tnring  firm,  which  formerly  existed  in  this  city. 

Yarions  points  of  law  were  raised  on  the  appeal,  among 
which  were  the  following : 

It  appeared  that  the  assignee  cliEtimed  title  to  the  demand 
under  an  assignment  of  the  general  partners  in  that  firm-— 
which  was  a  limited  partnership  under  the  statute — ^the 
special  partner  not  having  joined  in  the  assignment,  although 
he  assented  to  it 

Another  point  arose  on  this  state  of  facts.  It  appeared 
that  the  firm  of  Birkbecks  &  Hodges  had  entered  into  a  con?* 
tract  with  the  appellants  to  construct  for  the  latter  a  dou- 
ble engine  for  a  new  vessel,  which  the  appellants  were 
building  for  the  Spanish  government.  In  this  contract  was 
a  provision  imposing  on  the  contracting  pturties  $100  per 
day  forfeiture  in  case  the  same  was  not  completed  by  the 
contract  time. 

The  referee  overruled  both  of  those  points,  and  rendered 
judgment  for  the  assignee.  From  this  judgment  appeal 
was  taken  to  the  general  term. 

John  S.  McCulloch  and  Nathaniel  J.  Wteth,  for 

appellants. 
D.  McMahon,  ybr  respondenL 

By  the  court,  Ingbaham,  P.  Justice.  This  action  was 
brought  by  the  assignee  of  an  insolvent  firm  to  recover 
moneys  due  upon  contracts  with  the  firm  for  work,  &c. 

The  case  was  referred,  and  the  referee  has  reported  for 
the  plaintiff.  The  various  exceptions  taken  by  the  defend- 
tats  will  be  noticed  in  the  order  in. which  they  were  suIh 
mitted  in  the  defendants'  points. 

1.  The  defendants  object  to  the  plaintiff's  title  under 
the  assignment,  upon  the  gpround  that  the  assignment  wa« 
not  executed  by  all  the  parties. 
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Whatever  force  there  would  have  been  in  this  objection, 
if  properly  presented,  the  defendants  cannot  receive  any 
benefit  from  it  in  this  action.  When  the  assignment  was 
offered  to  hi  proved,  its  execution,  as  averred  in  the  com- 
plaint, was  admitted.  This  admission  concludes  the  de- 
fendants. The  objection  is  also  one  which  should  have 
been  made  on  the  trial,  because  the  want  of  signature  of 
one  of  the  defendants  might  have  been  remedied  by  proof 
of  his  assent  to  the  signature  of  the  firm,  and  which  was, 
in  fact,  proven. 

2.  It  is  objected  that  there  was  an  implied  warrantee 
that  the  article  should  be  fit  for  the  purpose  contempla- 
ted, and  that  they  were  entitled  to  recover  a  claim  for 
extra  charges  caused  by  the  non-performance  of  the  assign- 
or's contract.  There  is  no  special  finding  of  the  referee 
as  to  this  item.  He  allowed  the  defendants  an  offset  of 
$781.68.  Of  what  this  sum  was  composed  it  is  not  easy 
for  us  to  discover,  nor  is  it  material. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  performance  of  the  contract  by 
the  plaintiff's  assignors,  of  the  waiver  of  that  performance, 
and  extension  of  time  for  performance,  as  well  as  the  value 
and  amount  of  defendants'  set-off,  raised  questions  of  fact 
for  the  decision  of  the  referee.  Even  if  we  differed  from 
him  on  such  finding,  the  evidence  is  of  that  character  as  to 
render  his  finding  conclusive. 

3.  It  is  objected  that  the  damages  for  non-performance 
of  the  contract  within  the  stipulated  time  were  liquidated 
damages,  and  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  recover 
those  damages  at  one  hundred  dollars  per  diem. 

Independent  of  the  provision  of  the  contract  making  this 
a  forfeiture,  I  think  the  cases  do  not  warrant  the  conclu- 
sion that  this  amount  was  to  be  considered  as  liquidate(f 
damages. 

The  case  which  throws  most  doubt  upon  this  question, 
IB  that  of  Cothtal  agt.  Talmadgey  (5  Selden,  551,)  but  in 
that  case  the  contract  was  of  that  particular  character 
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which  could  not  be  separated  as  to  performance,  so  as  to 
assess  damages  for  a  breach  of  one  part  and  not  the 
other.  The  judge  said,  in  referring  to  that  case :  "  from 
the  nature  of  the  adventure,  the  amount  of  gain  by  a  strict 
performance  of  the  contract  could  not  be  foretold,  and  the 
amount  of  loss  could  not  be  ascertained  by  proof ;  the  liqui* 
dation  of  the  damages  by  contract  between  the  parties  was 
therefore  prudent  and  reasonable." 

Here  the  contract  was  for  doing  a  piece  of  work  in  build* 
ing  a  vessel.  The  defect  in  completion  might  have  been  a 
hinge  or  a  lock,  or  some  trifling  matter  which  a  very  little 
expense  would  remedy,  and  consequently  a  very  small 
amount  of  damage  would  be  the  result. 

To  hold,  under  such  circumstances,  this  to  warrant  the 
recovery  of  the  amount  of  damages  named  as  liquidated, 
would  operate  very  severely,  and  should  require  a  clear 
expression  of  the  intent  of  the  parties. 

The  distinction  between  this  and  the  case  above  referred 
to  is,  that  here  the  damage  can  be  easily  ascertained,  and 
should  have  been  remedied  by  the  defendants,  instead  of 
asking  for  a  daily  penalty  for  the  non-performance.  Bug- 
6LE8,  J.,  says,  in  Cotheal  agt.  Talmadge:  '^  The  only  plausi* 
ble  ground  for  withholdiog  the  doctrine  (of  liquidated 
damages)  is,  that  the  party  might  be  made  responsible  for 
the  whole  amount  of  damages  for  the  breach  of  an  unim- 
portant  part  of  his  contract,  and  so  be  made  to  pay  a  sum 
by  way  of  damages  grossly  disproportionate  to  the  in« 
jury  sustained  by  the  other  party."  This  I  suppose  to  be 
the  true  rule,  as  it  is  to  be  drawn  from  the  cases,  and  the 
application  of  this  rule  to  the  present  case  would  sustain 
the  finding  of  the  referee.  I  am  free  to  say  that  I  have 
never  been  able  to  see  the  propriety  of  denying  to  the  par- 
ties, in  any  case,  the  right  to  fix  the  amount  of  damages  to 
be  recovered  in  case  of  non-performance  of  a  contract,  and 
have  always  thought,  where  the  parties  have  agreed  on  a 
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Bum  which  they  eay  shall  be  liquidated  damageSi  that  they 
should  be  held  to  their  contract  as  they  make  it. 

There  will  now  and  then  be  an  apparently  bard  case,  bat 
the  establishment  of  such  a  rule,  when  clearly  understood, 
would  make  parties  more  careful  in  making  contracts,  and 
would  relieve  the  courts  from  many  gross  contradictionSi 
which  now  exist  in  the  cases  on  this  subject. 

We  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  adopt  this  as  the  rule  in  all 
eases  with  the  decisions  before  us,  and  must  leave  it  to  the 
higher  court,  if  they  should  think  it  best  to  overrule  these 
decisions. 

4.  Whether  or  not  there  was  an  adjustment  of  the  amount 
due  between  the  parties,  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
referee.    His  finding  is  consistent  with  the  evidence. 

5.  The  same  remarks  apply  to  the  alleged  counter-claim 
for  extra  charges  of  work  on  "  The  Virginia.''  i 

6.  The  ruling  of  the  referee  as  to  the  conversations  in 
regard  to  tiie  Cornelia,  prior  to  the  written  contract,  was 
not  erroneous. 

Those  conversations  were  merged  in  the  written  contract. 
They  were  in  no  sense  admissible,  unless  to  explain  some 
terms  which  would  not  be  otherwise  understood.  No  such 
object  was  avowed,  and  it  is  clear  that  no  such  reason 
existed  to  admit  the  testimony.  • 

7.  The  question  put  to  Belknap  was  one  put  to  an  expert 
on  a  matter  with  which  the  court  or  jury  could  not  be  sup- 
posed to  be  conversant,  and  as  such  was  admissible. 

Such  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  technical  terms  in 
a  contract,  and  also,  as  in  this  case,  to  explain  the  meaning 
of  provisions  used  in  a  specification. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  referee  committed  no  error 
which  will  call  for  a  reversal  of  this  judgment. 

Judgment  affirmed  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Mattoon  agt.  Baker. 

4b  9pf40l  Um  ftram,  ui  oider  orerndfaig  a  d««iiimr  to  om  of  MTtnl  tSUgA  d*te- 
oef,  with,  libertj  ta  npXj  to  that  part  of  the  aofwer  domarred  to. 

Where  the  oomplaint  alleged  a  oaiue  of  action  on  oontract  for  goodf,  wares,  and 
merohandiae  eold  and  delirered ;  for  work,  labor  and  Mrrioei  done  and  performed^ 
and  for  money  paid^  laid  ont  and  expended,  as  one  eanae  of  aotion;  and  for  a« 
aoeonnting  and  a  balanoe  due  the  plaintiff,  and  a  promise  to  pay,  as  a  seeond 
oaose  of  aotion,  and  the  defendant  pat  in  lint  a  general  denial ;  seeond,  a  set-off 
or  eooBteroelaim  for  goods  sold  and  daliTered,  money  paid,  laid  onl  aiidezp«iided». 
^.,  and  for  a  general  balanoe  on  aoeonnt;  and  third,  a  muUifariofU  d^tnet  qf 
a  U%al  and  €quUablt  oharaeter,to  which  last  defence  the  plaintiff  dsflMirred, 

BM,  that  if  the  last  defence,  although  containing  a  set-off,  and  matter  of  pnreljr 
an  equitable  nature,  and  therefore  mnltifarions,  eontalned  aUegatiensof  faok 
sufficient  to  make  ont  a  proper  case  for  a  ssl-i^,  it  must  be  held  good  as  a  eowi* 
ttr-elaimj  notwithstanding  it  might  also  contain  other  statements  of  no  ralue  ai 
a  defence— BO  ol^eetion  baring  been  taken  od  that  growed-Hhe  remedy  being  by 
motion  to  strike  ont»  not  by  demurrer. 

Heldy  also,  that  should  the  third  defence  contain  no  sufficient  ground  for  a  set-off, 
but  matter  for  eqwitiMe  reli^onty,  faaTing  no  eonnection  with  the  suljeet  of 
plaintiff's  aotion,  the  demurrer  would  be  well  interposed,  althougk  tha  latter 
defence  wae  pleaded  as  a  counter-claim. 

A  eoufUer-claimy  to  be  arailable  to  a  party,  must  afford  to  him  protection  in  some 
way  against  the  plaintiff 's  demand  fbr  Judgment,  either  in  whole  or  in  part.  II 
must,  therefore,  consist  in  a  set-off  or  a  claim,  by  way  of  recoupment,  or  be  in 
some  way  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  aotion  stated  in  the  complaint;  and 
an  answer  whidh  does  not  meet  these  requirements  Is  in8ufflei$nt, 
• 

Schenectady  OeneraL  Term^  January^  1863. 
PoTTKR,  BocKEs  and  James,  Justicei. 
This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  oyermling  a  demorret 
to  the  third  count  of  the  defendant's  answer, 

Armstrong  &  Palmer, /or  plaintiff* 
S.  M.  Weed, /or  defendant. 

By  the  conrt,  Bocxes,  Justice;  The  complaint  is  on  oon*- 
tract,  and  contains  two  causes  of  action.  The  first  for 
goods,  wares  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered ;  for 
work,  labor  and  services  done  and  performed;  and  for 
money  paid,  laid  ont  and  expended.    The  second  allegte 
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an  accounting  between  the  parties,  and  a  balance  due  the 
plaintiff  with  a  promise  to  pay. 

The  defendant  interposed  three  defences:  first,  a  gen- 
eral denial;  second,  a  set-off  or  counter-claim  for  goods, 
wares  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered;  for  moDey 
paid,  laid  out  and  expended ;  for  rent  and  board,  and  for  a 
general  balance  on  accouDt;  third,  a  multifarious  defence 
of  a  legal  and  equitable  character. 

To  the  third  alleged  defence  the  plaintiff  demurred. 

1.  The  objection  that  an  appeal  does  not  lie  in  this  case 
is  not  well  taken.  The  demurrer  was  interposed  to  one  of 
several  alleged  defences,  and  the  order  overruled  the  de- 
murrer, with  liberty  to  reply  to  that  part  of  the  answer 
demurred  to.  The  appeal  was,  therefore,  properly  taken 
from  the  order  declaring  the  decision.     {Code,  ^  349,  sub.  2.) 

2.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  pleadings  that  the  mat- 
ters stated  in  the  third  defence  have  any  connection  with 
either  alleged  cause  or  ground  of  action.  They  must^ 
therefore,  be  considered  as  wholly  distinct  from  the  con- 
tracts and  transactions  set  forth  in  the  complaint  as  the 
foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  Nor  are  they  pleaded 
as  a  defence  to  the  action,  except  by  way  of  counter-claim. 
The  question  therefore  is,  whether  those  matters  are  well 
pleaded  as  a  counter-claim. 

This  defence  is  informally  stated,  and  requires  a  careful 
examination  in  order  to  understand  the  bearing  and  import 
of  the  facts  alleged.  But  on  analysis  it  will  be  found  to 
contain  matter  of  set-off,  and  also  matter  of  an  equitable 
nature,  cognizable  only  by  a  court  of  equity.  In  this  as- 
pect the  pleading  is  multifarious.  It  includes  distinct  sub- 
jects in  the  same  alleged  defence.  No  objection  is  taken, 
however,  to  the  pleading  on  this  ground,  nor  could  it  here 
prevail  if  taken,  as  the  remedy  in  such  case  is  by  motion, 
not  by  demurrer.  If,  therefore,  the  pleading  contains  alio* 
gations  of  fact  sufficient  to  make  out  a  proper  case  for  a 
set-off,  it  must  be  held  good  as  a  counter-claim,  notwith- 
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standing  it  may  also  contain  other  statements  of  no  valne 
as  a  defence.  Such  statements  may  be  treated  as  useless 
and  redundant.  In  this  view,  I  think  the  pleading  will  be 
found  to  be  sufficient  and  admissible  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Code.  If  these  be  stricken  from  it,  the  various  alle- 
gations on  which  the  defendant  bases  his  claim  for  equita- 
ble relief,  enough  will  remain  to  show  a  money  demand,  or 
cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the  defendant  against  the  plain- 
tiff, arising  on  contract.  This  being  so,  the  demurrer  was 
properly  overruled.  The  remedy  of  the  plaintiff  was  by 
motion  te  strike  out  portions  of  the  alleged  defence,  and  to 
make  it  more  definite. 

3.,  Should  the  defence  demurred  to  be  deemed  to  contain 
no  sufficient  allegation  to  establish  a  set-off,  or  money  de- 
mand in  favor  of  the  defendant  and  against  the  plaintiff, 
and  be  held  to  state  grounds  for  equitable  relief  {mly,  hav- 
ing no  connection  with  the  subject  of  plaintiff's  action, 
then  in  my  judgment  the  demurrer  would  be  well  inter- 
posed. Suppose  the  defendant  had  set  up  those  facts,  and 
those  only,  which  would  entitle  him  to  a  claim  against  the 
plaintiff  to  the  effect  that  he  held  the  lands  embraced  in 
the  sheriff's  deed  for  the  defendant,  and  that  i^  equity  he 
was  bound  to  convey  them  to  the  defendant,  and  directing 
a  conveyance  accordingly.  Would  this  constitute  a  defence 
to  plaintiff's  action  for  goods  sold,  Jkc,  and  for  balance 
due  on  settlement  of  accounts  ?  Clearly  not ;  nor  would  it 
be  such  a  counter-claim  as  the  defendant  would  have  a  right 
to  interpose  by  way  of  answer  to  plaintiff's  alleged  grounds 
of  action.  Such  equitable  claim  for  relief  would  afford  no 
answer  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  judgment.  He  would 
still  be  entitled  to  recover  according  to  the  allegations  of 
his  complaint  without  any  deduction,  even  on  account  of. 
the  matters  stated  in  the  answer.  A  counter-claim  to  be 
available  to  a  party  must  afford  to  him  protection  in  some 
way  against  the  plaintiff's  demand  for  judgment,  either  in 
whole  or  in  part.    It  must,  therefore,  consist  in  a  set-off  or 
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claim  bj  way  of  reconpment,  or  be  in  some  way  connected 
with  the  sabject  of  the  action  stated  in  the  complaint.  II 
must  present  an  answer  to  tiie  plaintiff's  demand  for  relief, 
must  show  that  he  is  not  entitled,  according  to  law,  or 
nnder  the  application  of  jnst  principles  of  equity  to  judg- 
ment in  his  favor,  as  or  to  the  extent  claimed  in  the  com- 
plaint. It  mnst,  therefore,  contain  not  only  the  substance 
of  what  is  necessary  to  sustain  an  action  in  favor  of  the 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff,  but  it  must  also  operate  in 
some  way  to  defeat,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  plaintiff's  right 
of  recovery  in  the  action.  An  answer  which  does  not  meet 
this  requirement  is  insufScient,  whether  regarded  as  a  de- 
fence or  counter-claim.  If  a  person  be  sued  on  a  promissory 
note,  he  cannot  set  up  by  way  of  defence  or  counter-claim 
a  contract  with  the  plaintiff  for  the  purchase  of  lands,  and 
allege  payment  of  the  purchase  price,  and  claim  a  decree  in 
the  action  for  specific  performance ;  nor  could  he  in  such 
action  on  promissory  note  have  a  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage 
against  the  plaintiff,  especially  if  he  were  not  personally 
liable  for  the  mortgage  debt 

But  I  think  the  defence  demurred  to  contains  a  counter- 
claim by  way  of  set-off  or  money  demand,  and  hence  the 
order  of  the  special  term  overruling  the  demurrer  was  pro- 
perly granted. 

The  order  appealed  from  must  be  affirmed  with  $10  costs 
and  disbursements  of  the  appeal,  with  liberty  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  withdraw  the  demurrer  and  reply  within  twenty 
days  after  service  of  the  order  of  affirmance,  and  on  paying 
the  costs  of  the  demurrer  and  of  the  appeal,  but  without 
prejudice  to  other  proceedings  already  had  in  the  case. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Oliyxr  H.  Clakk  and  others  agt.  The  Mayor,  &c.  or  New 

York. 

Ob  a  motion  for  a  M10  tri4U  in  an  action  for  damages  eaofod  by  negHgMce,  where 
the  plaintiif  hae  been  non-iuited  at  the  trial,  and  where  he  inbmitted  without 
obj«»tlfln»  to  hftve  the  qseition  of  negllfnoe  paned  npon  by  the  eesrt  initead  of 
thejnryy 

Seldf  that  he  if  precluded  on  luoh  motion  from  inaiating  that  the  queation  of  neg- 
Hg§nee  wot  one  $9eiuHvlyf9r  th€  Jurg* 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  February,  1863. 

Ingraham,  Leonard  and  Peckham,  Justices. 

This  was  an  action  to  recoyer  damages  against  the  city 
by  reason  of  certain  obstructions  in  the  channel  of  the 
Harlem  river,  between  Manhattan  Island  and  Ward's  Island, 
whereby  the  plaintiffs  claim  their  steamboat  was  wrecked 
and  lost. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Hogsboom  and  a 
jury,  on  the  3d  day  of  October,  1861. 

The  case  shows  that  after  the  plaintiffs  rested,  '*  the 
defendants  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint.  The  court 
granted  the  motion,  and  the  plaintiffs  duly  excepted."  Upon 
what  ground  the  motion  was  made,  what  points  were  pre- 
sented or  decided,  the  case  does  not  show. 

A  statute  was  passed  in  1807  authorizing  certain  persons 
to  build  a  bridge  across  a  part  of  Harlem  river  to  Great 
Barn  Island — ^in  other  words,  between  Manhattan  and 
Ward's  Islands ;  and  when  finished,  the  bridge  was  by  the  sta- 
tute required  *'  to  be  forever  thereafter  kept  and  maintained 
in  good  repair  at  the  sole  expense  of  the  proprietors  and  in- 
habitants of  said  island  (Ward's  Island)  for  the  time  being.'' 

The  bridge  was  built,  but  in  1815  was  swept  away, 
leaving  a  part  of  the  stone  constituting  its  abutment  still 
there.  Upon  that  stone,  it  was  proved,  the  injury  occurred 
to  idaintiffs'  boat  in  July,  1858. 
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The  plaintiffs  also  proved  that  the  defendants  owned  a 
part  of  this  island  from  1851,  and  at  the  time  of  the  injury 
their  portion  of  the  island  was  occupied  by  some  fifty  of  its 
employees. 

The  plaintiffs  sought  to  establish  that  the  injury  would 
not  have  occurred  if  the  bridge  had  been  kept  in  good 
repair,  and  they  claimed  (I  infer  from  the  evidence  given) 
that  the  city  was  bound  to  keep  it  in  good  repair,  from  its 
proprietorship  and  occupancy  of  the  island. 

They  also  claimed  (as  I  infer  from  the  argument  here) 
that  the  city  was  bound  by  its  charter  to  remove  from  the 
river  obstructions  of  this  character,  and  not  having  done 
BO,  whereby  this  loss  bad  been  sustained,  the  defendants 
were  liable  for  omitting  their  duty  in  that  behalf. 

D.  Dudley  Fifld, /or  plaintiffs 
Henbt  H.  Akderson,  ybr  defendants 

By  the  court,  Peckham,  Justice.  From  the  course  of  the 
trial  I  infer  and  shall  assume  that  the  court  conceded  the 
liability  of  the  defendants  for  this  injury  in  case  it  occurred 
without  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs.  If  not, 
the  complaint  should  have  been  dismissed  when  the  cause 
was  opened.  If  the  defendants  were  not  liable  and  could 
'  not  be  so  held  under  my  proof,  either  as  proprietors  and 
occupants  of  the  island,  or  by  reason  of  the  obligations  im- 
posed by  their  charter,  the  testimony  was  entirely  supeflu- 
ous  and  immaterial.  I  assume,  therefore,  that  the  court 
placed  its  decision  in  fact  upon  the  negligence  of  the  plain- 
tiffs contributing  to  the  injury. 

The  case  presents  a  good  deal  of  evidence  bearing  upon 
this  point  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs. 

1st.  As  to  the  condition  of  the  boat.  She  was  about 
or  a  little  over  a  quarter  of  a  century  old  when  she  was 
lost,  but  she  had  had  a  new  boiler  put  in  her  since  1852 ; 
as  the  witness.  Boatman,  her  former  owner,  expresses  it, 
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"  she  was  a  good  boat  for  her  age."  She  was  staunch  and 
well  built.  Bat  the  immediate  or  direct  cause  of  the  acci- 
dent was  the  breaking  of  what  is  called  the  '*  tap  screws/' 
which  both  broke  and  fell  into  the  fire  below,  together  with 
the  **  guide/'  to  which  they  were  attached.  This  had  the 
effect  to  stop  the  engine,  and  before  she  could  be  put  in 
order  again  this  injury  occurred. 

These  **  tap  screws,"  two  in  number,  were,  one  witness 
(Franklin,  the  fireman,)  says,  about  three-eighths  of  an  inch 
in  diameter,  and  another  (Browley,  an  engineer,)  *'  about 
half  an  inch  in  diameter — a  light  affair." 

In  answer  to  the  question,  what  would  be  likely  to  cause 
the  breaking  of  both  tap  screws  at  once,  this  witness  said, 
"  they  might  by  a  continual  jar — ^iron  loses  its  tenacity  by 
continual  vibration."  By  his  further  cross  and^  direct 
examination,  the  witness  then  proved  that  these  screws 
must  have  been  defective  or  they  would  not  break.  This 
he  modifies,  and  then  modifies  the  modification.  There 
could  be  no  sudden  strain  on  them,  he  says,  *'  the  strain  at 
any  time  must  be  very  trifling." 

It  would  seem  from  this  testimony  that  the  iron  in  these 
screws,  from  twenty-five  years'  vibration,  had  lost  its 
tenacity  and  broken ;  and  as  they  were  so  material,  so  vital 
to  the  working  of  the  steamer,  was  it  not  negligence  that 
they  should  have  been  changed  in  that  time  ?  No  govern- 
ment inspector  would,  or  perhaps  could,  detect  such  a 
defect.  It  would  be  the  duty  of  her  owners,  knowhig  her 
age,  at  the  proper  time  to  exchange  these  old  for  new  ma- 
terials. A  government  certificate  can  give  no  impunity  to 
negligence  so  far  as  respects  civil  remedies. 

2d.  As  to  the  management  of  the  boat.  This  boat  had 
been  running  to  Ward's  Island  for  many  years,  and  those 
on  board  of  her  well  knew  of  these  stones,  the  **  hutments," 
as  the  witness  called  them.  They  were  quite  familiar,  and 
obviously  dangerous  to  run  upon.  At  the  time  of  this 
accident  the  wind  was  blowing  "very  hard"  towards  this 
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abatment,  and  the  tide  and  current  were  then  setting  *'  verj 
strong"  in  the  same  direction.  Both  had  the  effect  to 
drive  her  on  the  rocks  as  soon  as  she  was  disabled.  If  the 
accident  had  not  occurred  the  steamer  would  have  gone 
within  about  fifteen  or  twenty  feet  of  this  sunken  pier. 

If  they  had  kept  forty  feet  from  the  pier  she  would  have 
cleared  the  stone  when  disabled. 
.  In  view  of  the  age  of  this  boat  and  her  liability  to  acci- 
dents, was  it  careful  and  discreet  management  to  run  her 
under  such  a  wind  and  tide  so  near  to  so  dangerous  a  point? 

No  difficulty  was  alleged  or  pretended  in  going  farther 
from  the  point.  The  map  of  the  harbor  commissioners 
showed  there  was  width  of  channel  enough. 

It  was  proved  by  the  plaintiffs  that  the  course  pursued 
by  the  boat  was  the  usual  one  she  had  before  taken. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  insists  here  that  negligence 
was  a  question  for  the  jury. 

The  court  of  appeals,  in  its  latest  decision,  has  held  the' 
other  way ;  that  the  court  may  properly  non-suit  for  that 
cause;  and  that  court,  in  the  same  opinion,  has  utterly 
abolished  all  the  former  well-known  and  well-settled  degrees 
of  negligence.  It  is  thus  announced  that  *'  the  party  injured 
must  have  been  entirely  free  from  any  degree  of  negligence 
which  contributed  to  the  injury." 

If  this  be  the  law,  (23  How.  Pr.  A.,  492,)  can  it  be  claimed 
that  the  very  highest  care  and  caution  were  exercised  in 
this  case,  either  as  to  these  screws  or  in  the  navigation  of 
the  boat? 

Again,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  insists  here  that  this 
question  was  one  exclusively  for  the  jury.  But  the  diffi- 
culty is,  he  does  not  seem  to  have  requested  to  go  to  the 
jury  at  the  trial.  He  seems  to  have  submitted  without 
objection  to  have  the  question  passed  upon  by  the  court 
instead  of  the  jury.  In  such  case  it  is  held  he  cannot  com- 
plain here.  (28  Barb.,  167 ;  Winchell  agt.  Hicks,  18  Jf.  7. 
R..  658.) 
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Thia  view  of  the  case  renders  unnecessary  the  examina- 
tion of  questions  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  tending 
merely  to  show  the  liability  of  defendants,  provided  the 
plaintiffs  were  free  frcHn  fault. 

If  the  question  were  proper  for  the  jury,  their  verdiot 
would  not  ordinarily  be  set  aside.  On  this  evidence,  I  do 
not  think  it  would.    A  new  trial  should  therefore  be  denied. 


-M- 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Nakct  G.  Burritt  agt.  Lorinda  Silliman  and  others. 

The  fnpiMM  «rart  hM  no  poww,  eiUwr  «t  ipeoUl  t«nii  or  oa  appeal  at  geBeral. 
(onn,  to  allow  extra  eott$  (Code,  $  309,)  on  the  trial  of  a  f signed  i$9ue,  made 
np  to  try  the  qnestioDB  of  the  validity  or  execution  qfwillf  under  the  proTiiionf 
of  the  Rerieed  Statntes. 

A  new  trial  of  siteh  ianie  might  be  gnmted  by  the  rapreme  eoari{  b«t  bo  diMie- 
tionarj  power  exUta  in  the  oonrt  to  award  extra  costs,  or  in  fact  any  eo$t9  at  aU 
fbr  making  np  snoh  issue  and  its  trial.  Cases  of  this  kind  are  not  afifeoted  by  the 
Gode>  they  an  goT«nMd  by  a  speeial  statvtory  provision. 

Third  District  General  Term,  September,  1861. 
Appeal  from  an  order  of  special  term  granting  extra 
allowance  of  costs.     The  facts  appear  fully  in  the  opinion. 

John  L.  Flag©, /or  plaintiff. 
J.  A.  Millard,  ybr  defendants. 

By  the  court,  Wright,  Justice.  The  surrogate  of  the 
county  of  Rensselaer  having  made  a  decree  refusing  to 
admit  the  will  of  Abigail  Clapp  to  probate,  Mrs.  Burritt 
appealed  therefrom  to  this  court.  The  supreme  oourt,  at 
general  term,  reversed  the  decision  of  the  surrogate  upon  a 
question  of  fact,  and  directed  an  issue  to  be  made  up  to  try 
the  .questions  arising  upon  the  application  to  prove  the  will. 
The  questions  made  by  the  feigned  issue  were  tried  at  a  circuit 
Qoujrt  held  in  the  county  of  Rensselaer,  in  February,  1861, 
Y9I.  XXIV.  22 
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and  the  determination  was  in  favor  of  the  validity  of 
the  will.  At  the  sncoeeding  May  general  term  of  this 
court,  its  direction  was  asked  in  respect  to  the  costs 
which  had  accrued,  not  only  of  the  last  appeal  but  of  a 
former  appeal,  which  had  been  taken  to  the  coort  of  ap- 
peals. An  order  was  made  and  entered  that  the  costs  of 
the  plaintiflf  arising  on  the  last  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
the  surrogate,  and  also  ten  dollars  costs  of  the  motion,  be 
allowed  to  her,  and  be  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  of 
the  testatrix.  This  order  has  not  been  appealed  from,  and 
the  question  of  the  power  to  make  it  is  not  open  for  discus- 
sion in  this  court,  collaterally  or  otherwise. 

It  appears  that  at  the  trial  of  the  issue  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  will,  and  after  the  rendition  of  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  sustaining  it,  an  application  was  made  to  the  court  at 
special  term  for  an  extra  allowance  of  costs.  The  applica^ 
tion  was  considered  as  made  at  the  conclusion  of  the  trial 
to  be  heard  at  some  future  time ;  and  it  was  heard  on  the 
16th  July  following — the  attorneys  for  and  against  the 
application  appearing  before  the  judge  upon  notice.  An 
order  was  made  and  entered  that  the  plaintiff  have  six  hun- 
dred dollars  costs  as  an  extra  allowance.  The  present  appeal 
is  from  this  order. 

The  order  would  not  be  appealable  if  this  court  had 
power  to  make  it.  Any  power  in  the  premises  is  supposed 
to  be  conferred  by  the  concluding  clause  of  the  309th  sec- 
tion of  the  Code,  which  provides,  that  **  in  difficult  and 
extraordinary  cases,  when  a  trial  has  been  had,  except  in 
any  of  the  actions  or  proceedings  specified  in  section  308, 
the  court  may  also,  in  its  discretion,  make  a  further  allow- 
ance to  any  party,  not  exceeding  five  per  cent.,  upon  the 
amount  of  the  recovery  or  claim  or  subject  matter  involved.^' 
{Code,  ^  309,  amended  in  1859.) 

The  exercise  of  power  under  this  provision  is  a  discre* 
tionary  one,  from  which  there  would  be  no  appeal,  unless 
possibly  in  a  case  of  palpable  abuse  of  the  discretion.    But 
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I  am  of  the  opinion  that  there  was  no  power  in  the  court 
to  make  the  order.  This  was  not  an  action  or  proceeding 
under  the  Code,  in  which  a  trial  had  been  had,  but  an 
appeal  from  a  decree  of  a  surrogate's  court,  not  affected  in 
any  way,  but  in  terms  excepted  from  the  operations  of  the 
Code. 

The  appeal  was  taken  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  and  the  feigned  issue  directed  to  be  made 
up  and  tried  in  the  same  manner  as  issues  awarded  by  the 
court  of  chancery.  Any  power  to  impose  costs  must  have 
been  conferred  by  statute,  or  existed  in  the  court,  inde- 
pendent of  the  Code  of  Procedure.  The  costs  and  expenses 
of  makingup  an  issue  in  a  case  like  this,  and  of  the  trial  there- 
on, and  all  subsequent  costs  therein,  are  charged  by  statute 
on  the  party  appealing  in  case  of  his  failure  to  impeach  the 
validity  or  execution  of  the  will,  to  be  collected  in  a  suit  on 
the  bond  directed  to  be  given  on  filing  the  appeal ;  and  if 
the  appellant  succeeded  in. impeaching  the  validity  or  exe- 
cution of  the  will,  the  party  maintaining  such  validity  or 
execution  might  be  required  by  the  surrogate  to  pay  the 
costs  and  expenses  of  the  proceedings,  either  personally  or 
out  of  the  property  of  the  deceased,  such  payment  to  be 
enforced  by  process  of  attachment.  (3  R.  iS.,  5/A  ed.,  p.  150, 
^§  71,  72,  73, 74,  75,  76,  77, J8.)  These  costs  and  expenses 
were  not  those  fixed  by  the  Code  and  given  to  the  prevail- 
ing party,  but  were  to  be  taxed  according  to  the  fee  bill, 
as  it  existed  before  and  apart  from  the  Code.  There  was 
no  power  in  the  court  of  chancery  or  in  the  supreme  court, 
in  their  discretion,  to  make  an  additional  allowance  of  costs 
to  those  given  by  statute.  When  a  feigned  issue  had  been 
made  up  to  try  the  questions  of  the  validity  or  execution  of  a 
will,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  a  new 
trial  of  such  issue  might  be  granted  by  the  supreme  court ; 
but  no  discretionary  power  existed  in  the  court  to  award 
extra  costs,  or  in  fact  any  costs  at  all,  for  making  up 
such  issue  and  its  trial.    In  this  case,  all  that  the  court 
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assumed  to  do  at  the  May  term,  was  to  order  the 
costs  of  the  last  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  surro- 
gate, to  be  paid  ont  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix. 
No  direction  was  given  or  order  made  in  respect  to  the 
costs  and  expenses  of  the  feigned  issues ;  and  most  clearly 
if  the  order  had  embraced  botli  the  costs  of  the  appeal 
and  the  feigned  issue,  and  there  was  any  power  to  allow 
additional  costs  beyond  those  fixed  by  law,  that  power 
could  only  be  exercised  by  the  court  to  which  the  appeal 
was  taken.  The  discretion  could  not  be  exercised  by  the 
special  term  or  circuit  court,  that  never  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  case.  But  the  appellate  court  would  be  equally  with- 
out authority  to  make  the  order  appealed  from.  It  is  not 
pretended  that  there  is  any  power  given  except  by  the  Code, 
and  that  enactment  does  not  touch  or  relate  to  a  case  aris- 
ing in  a  surrogate's  court.  The  Code  especially  provides 
that  appeals  of  this  character  shall  not  be  affected  by  it, 
{Codej  §471,)  and  such  appeals  are  wholly  without  its  pur- 
view. Its  provisions  in  respect  to  costs  control  only  actions 
or  proceedings  under  it.  It  establishes  a  new  system  in 
regard  to  costs  in  actions  or  appeals  affected  by  it.  Costs 
are  given  to  the  prevailing  party  by  way  of  indemnity 
for  expenses  in  the  action.  In  cases  where  costs  are  al- 
lowed, the  amounts  are  fixed ;  and  then  foUoMns  the  provi- 
sions giving  the  power  to  the  court,  in  its  discretion,  to 
make  a  further  allowance  of  costs  in  difficult  and  extraor- 
dinary cases,  when  a  trial  has  been  had,  {Code,  §  303  io  309.) 
This,  of  course,  means  in  a  civil  action  or  proceeding 
brought  under,  and  affected  by,  the  Code,  and  when  a  trial 
has  been  had.  The  circuit  court  never  had  cognizance  of 
the  present  case,  except  to  try  certain  issues  involved,  and 
that  not  in  pursuance  of  any  authority  derived  from  the 
Code,  but  from  the  direction  of  the  supreme  court,  deriving 
its  authority  from  a  special  statutory  provision.  The  spe- 
cial term  nevet  had  any  cognizance  of  it.  The  case  is  to 
be  regarded  as  in  the  supreme  court  until  the  verdict  in 
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the  feigned  issue  is  received  and  remitted  to  the  surrogate 
for  bis  action. 

I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  special  term  was  liot 
authorized  to  make  the  order,  and  that  it  should  be  reversed* 

60ULD,  J.,  and  HoGEBOOMf  J.,  concurred. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
The  People  agt  John  Fellinoer. 

When  to  indietnuni,  ohurging  burglary  i%  the  fir$t  degree,  oompUos  with  «U 
the  reqaiaitea  of  the  stAtate  in  deacrihing  the  offenoe,  except  th»t  it  omita  to  itate 
the  mode  qf  entry  into  the  premieee,  (by  forolbly  bursting  or  breaking  the  wbU 
or  onter  door,  window«  Ao.,)  it  ia  fitaUy  d^feeOpOf  end  the  defect  is  not  cured 
by  verdict. 

Where  the  alIeg»tiona  In  the  indiotment  ohurged  onlj  hurglary  in  the  second  degree, 
the  jary  hare  no  right  to  And  the  priaoner  gnilty  of  boigiftfy  in  the  Jlraf  degree, 
beeauae  evidenee  waa  fnmiiihed  anflcient  for  that  pnrpoae. 

B  eeeme,  that  before  the  deoiaion  of  the  oonrt  of  appeala  in  the  People  agt.  Har* 
tnng,  the  law  waa  aettled,  that  if  a  wrong  judgment  be  given  againat  a  defend- 
aDti  wliioh  ia  reveraed  on  error,  the  oonrt  of  review  oan  neither  give  a  new  judg* 
ment  against  the  prisoner,  nor  send  the  ease  back  to  the  court  beUno  for  the 
propsr  Judgment.  The  judgment,  being  erroneous,  must  be  reversed,  A 
venire  de  novo  earn  only  be  awarded  where  the  judgment  is  ftBYXBBSD  oa  bill 

OF  BXCBPTIOHB. 

Jfeu>  York  General  Term,  JVovcmfter,  1862. 

Ingraham,  Peckham  and  Leonard,  Justices. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  burglary,  was  tried  and 
convicted  of  burglary  in  the  first  degree,  and  sentenced  to 
state  prison  for  life.     The  case  comes  up  on  writ  of  erron 

A.  Oaket  Hall,  district  attorney,  for  the  people. 
8.  BL  Stewart,  for  prisoner. 

By  the  court,  Ingrham,  P.  Justice.  The  alleged  error  is 
in  the  indictment.  This  indictment  charges  that  the  pri- 
soner, on  a  certain  day  during  the  night  of  the  same  day, 
did  break  and  entvr  the  dwelling  house  of  one  Reinhardti 
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whilst  there  were  human  beings  within  the  said  hoose,  with 
intent  to  commit  some  crime  therein. 

The  prisoner's  counsel  contends  that  this  indioiment  does 
not  charge  the  crime  of  burglary  in  the  first  degree. 

The  statute  defines  this  crime  to  be  the  breaking  and 
entering  into  the  dwelling  house  of  another  in  the  night 
time,  in  which  there  shall  be  at  the  time  some  human  being, 
with  intent  to  commit  some  crime  therein,  by  forcibly 
bursting,  or  breaking  the  wall  or  outer  door,  window  or 
shutter,  or  the  lock  or  bolts  of  the  door  or  fastening  of  the 
window,  or  breaking  in  any  other  manner,  armed  with  a 
dangerous  weapon,  or  with  the  aid  of  one  or  more  confed- 
erates, or  by  unlocking  a  door  with  false  keys,  or  picking 
the  lock,  &c. 

It  will  be  seen  by  comparing  the  allegations  of  the  indict- 
ment with  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  that  the  pleader 
has  complied  with  all  the  requisites  of  the  statute  in  de- 
scribing the  offence,  by  stating  those  matters  which  gene- 
rally apply  to  the  offence  of  burglary  in  the  first  degree, 
and  which  must  exist  in  each  case  to  constitute  this  offence, 
but  has  omitted  to  state  the  mode  of  entry  into  the  premi- 
ses, which  is  also  a  requisite  to  make  out  this  offence  in  the 
first  degree. 

The  mode  of  breaking  into  the  house,  as  stated  in  the 
statute,  is  just  as  necessary  to  be  proved  to  make  out  the 
offence,  as  that  it  was  in  the  night  time,  or  that  there  was 
at  the  time  a  human  being  in  the  house.  Without  proof  of 
one  of  these  modes  of  entering  the  house,  the  offence  is  only 
burglary  in  the  second  degree. 

If  the  indictment  only  contained  the  first  count,  and  a 
general  verdict  of  guilty  had  been  rendered,  it  could  not, 
for  a  moment,  be  supposed  that  the  prisoner  was  guilty  of 
the  highest  grade  of  burglary,  because  in  such  a  case  all 
the  proof  necessary  to  sustain  the  indictment  would  only 
make  out  a  case  of  burglary  in  the  second  degree,  and  under 
such  a  verdict  the  punisment  could  only  be  for  the  minor 
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offence.  It  does  not  alter  the  rule  to  say  that  on  the  trial 
the  other  ingredients  necessary  to  make  ont  the  offence  were 
proven.  There  is  no  proof  that  such  evidence  was  famished. 
The  case  comes  before  us  simply  upon  the  record,  and  that 
shows  no  evidence  whatever.  The  jury,  on  an  indictment 
charging  a  lesser  offence,  have  no  right  to  find  the  prisoner 
guilty  of  the  greater,  because  evidence  was  furnished  suffi* 
cient  for  that  purpose. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  indictment  must  describe  the 
offence  in  the  language  of  the  statute.  In  doing  so,  it  is 
necessary  to  aver  every  affirmative  matter  which  goes  to 
make  out  the  offence.  It  is  not  necessary  to  negative  ex- 
ceptions, unless  in  some  special  cases,  but  in  such  cases  the 
exception?  do  not  make  out  the  offence.  Chief  Justice 
Savage  says :  ^*  it  is  sufficient  if  all  the  circumstances  ne- 
cessary to  describe  and  render  the  charge  intelligible  in  its 
legal  requisites  appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings," 
(People  agt.  Phelps^  5  Wend.,  p.  1 ;  see  also  People  agt. 
Siggs,  8  Barb.y  547 ;)  and  in  The  People  agt  Mlen^  (5  De- 
nioj  76,)  Bea&dsley,  chief  justice,  says,  an  indictment  upon 
a  statute  must  state  all  such  facts  and  circumstances  as 
constitute  the  statute  offence,  so  as  to  bring  the  party 
indicted  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  If  the  stat- 
ute is  confined  to  *  *  *  acts  done  at  some  particular 
time  or  place,  the  indictment  must  show,  &c.,  that  the  time 
and  place  where  the  alleged  criminal  acts  were  perpetrated 
were  such  as  to  bring  the  supposed  offence  directly  within 
the  statute.  If  the  statute  creates  an  offence  or  declares  a 
common  law  offence,  when  committed  under  particular  cir- 
cumstances, not  included  in  the  original  offence,  punishable 
in  a  different  manner  from  what  it  would  have  been  without 
such  circumstances,  the  indictment  should  be  drawn  in 
reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  creating  or  chang- 
ing the  nature  of  the  offence.  {People  agt.  Enochs  13  Wend.^ 
159-173 ;  People  agt.  Mien,  5  Dento,  76 ;)  and  in  The  Peo- 
pie  agt  Dedierei  (22  Jf.  Y.  iZ.,  p.  178,)  Dbnio,  judge,  sayi, 
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"  if  any  of  the  ingredients  contained  in  the  Btatnte  defini-* 
tions  are  omitted,  the  indictment  is  fatally  defective,  and 
the  defeat  is  not  eared  by  verdict."  (See  also  The  PeopU 
agt.  Davis,  i  Parker,  67.) 

The  cases  cited  from  the  English  books  refer  to  the  offence 
of  burglary  as  it  existed  at  common  law,  and  nnder  those 
cases  the  indictments  might  be  sustained  for  the  common 
law  offence,  but  under  our  statute  different  grades  have  been 
established,  depending  not  only  on  the  fact  that  there  shall 
be  a  human  being  in  the  house,  and  that  the  offence  shall 
be  committed  in  the  night  time  and  with  intent  to  commit 
a  crime,  but  also  connects  with  it  the  mode  by  which  the 
burglary  is  effected  to  be  by  breaking  into  the  house,  either 
armed  or  with  a  confederate,  or  by  the  use  of  false  keys. 
These,  or  one  of  these  acts,  are  just  as  necessary  to  consti- 
tute burglary  in  the  first  degree,  as  that  it  should  be  a 
dwelling  house  or  that  a  human  being  should  be  in  it.  The 
case  of  Thompson  agt.  The  People  does  not  lay  down  any 
other  rule.  There  the  indictment  alleged  the  breaking  and 
entry  **  into  the  house  of  one  Eleanor  B.  Padgett,"  and  the 
objection  was  that  it  was  not  called  a  dwelling  house.  The 
learned  justice  who  delivered  the  opinion,  put  his  decision 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  word  ** house"  with  us  in  common  parlance,  meant 
dwelling  house.  {Thompson  i^.  The  People,  3  Parker  C. 
R.,  213.) 

The  offence  has  been  so  altered  by  our  statute  from  the 
common  law,  that,  to  find  out  the  degree  of  the  offance,  it 
is  neceesary  that  the  words  or  substance  of  the  statute 
should  be  used  in  its  description,  and  if  not,  then  the  indict- 
ment is  fatally  defective  if  it  is  intended  to  charge  burglary 
in  the  first  degree,  because  it  omits  an  essential  part  of  the 
statutory  descriptioki  of  the  felony.  {People  agt.  LohmaHf 
2  Bati.,  216-219.) 

I  think  it  is  apparent  that  this  indictment  did  not  charge 
any  higher  (^fonoe  than  burglary,  in  the  second  d^gpreei  and 
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that  unless  some  matters  were  proved  which  were  not 
alleged  in  the  indictment,  the  prisoner  could  not  have  been 
convicted  of  any  higher  offence* 

It  was  urged,  however,  upon  the  argument,  that  these 
defects  were  cured  by  the  verdict.  No  defect  in  substance 
can  be  so  cured.  It  is  only  matters  of  form  not  affecting 
the  substantial  rights  of  the  prisoner,  which  can  be  disre- 
garded  after  verdict.  If  it  appear  that  the  prisoner  has 
suffered  wrong  by  the  verdict,  no  one  can  sustain  the  pro- 
position that  such  wrong  should  be  continued,  because  the 
jury,  by  their  verdict,  have  inflicted  it.  Such  is  this  case. 
The  indictment  only  charged  the  offence  of  burglary  in  the 
second  degree.  The  verdict  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of 
the  offence  of  burglary  in  the  first  degree.  Certainly,  this 
is  something  more  serious  than  error  in  matters  of  form. 
The  defect  is  not  cured  by  verdict.  {People  agt  Dediere^ 
supra*) 

In  the  words  of  Judge  Dbnio,  in  the  last  case,  the  prir 
soner  has  been  convicted  and  sentenced  for  an  offence  of 
which  the  grand  jury  never  indicted  him. 

In  The  People  agt.  Powers^  (2  Selden^  60,)  the  defects  in 
the  indictment  were  held  to  be  cured  by  the  verdict.  But 
those  defects  were  in  alleging  generally,  that  the  court 
before  which  a  prior  conviction  of  the  prisoner  had  taken 
place,  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  and  of  the 
prisoner,  by  stating  that  the  court  had  competent  power 
and  authority  to  try  and  to  convict  him  for  the  offence. 
The  defect  was  in  form,  merely,  in  not  showing  how  the 
court  had  jurisdiction,  instead  of  stating  the  same  fact  in 
general  terms.     Such  an  error  was  cured  by  the  statute. 

Under  the  present  statute,  classifying  the  crime  of  mur- 
der into  the  first  and  second  degrees,  a  person  might  be 
indicted  for  murder  in  the  second  degree.  This  would  be 
by  omitting  the  allegation  of  its  being  premeditated,  or 
being  committed  in  the  perpetration  of  some  other  offence. 
If,  under  such  an  indictment,  the  jury  should  find  the  pri- 
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soner  guilty  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  the  coDviction 
could  not  be.  sustained,  nor  would  the  defect  be  cured  by 
the  verdict.  The  prisoner  has  no  opportunity  to  make  the 
objection  before  the  verdict.  The  indictment  was  good 
for  the  lesser  offence,  and  it  is  only  when  he  is  convicted  of 
a  higher  grade  of  crime  than  that  charged,  that  he  is  in- 
jured. If  the  defect  is  cured  by  the  verdict,  then  the  pri- 
soner has  been  damnified  without  any  remedy.  He  could 
not  object  to  the  indictment  before  trial,  because  it  was 
good  for  the  lesser  offence,  and  he  could  not  object  to  the 
verdict  for  the  defect  in  the  indictment,  because  it  would 
be  cured  by  the  verdict.     Such  a  rule  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  remaining  question  is,  what  judgment  we  should 
render  in  reviewing  the  proceedings  of  the  court  below. 

In  People  agt.  Taylor,  (3  Denio,  97,)  the  rule  is  stated. 
If  a  wrong  judgment  be  given  against  a  defendant,  which 
is  reversed  on  error,  the  court  of  review  can  neither  give  a 
new  judgment  against  the  prisoner,  nor  send  the  case  back 
to  the  court  below  for  the  proper  judgment.  {Rex  agt. 
Broum,  1  A.  If  K,  58.) 

The  prisoner  was  sentenced  for  life,  when  by  law  the 
offence  charged  in  the  indictment  was  to  be  punished  by 
imprisonment  not  exceeding  ten  years. 

The  judgment  here  rendered  was  erroneous,  and  must  be 
reversed. 

Peckham,  J.  The  opinion  is  sound.  I  concur,  except 
on  the  authority  oi People  agt.  Hartung,  in  court  of  appeals; 
I  go  for  a  reversal  and  for  awarding  a  new  trial. 

There  the  case  went  up  on  bill  of  exceptions.  The  court 
held  there  was  no  error  in  the  bill,  but  there  was  error  in 
the  judgment.    Such  is  substantially  this  case. 

Leonard,  J.,  concurred. 
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Andrew  Fash  agt.  Martin  Kayanagh. 

Where  m  ttonXJUy  ttfMnt  oeevplei  roomi  of  »  Undlord,  with  mi  agseemeai  to  psj 
rent  in  advance,  aod  le»Tea  the  premiees  the  latter  part  of  the  month,  he  imot 
liable  for  the  rent  of  the  subsequent  month,  which  has  not  become  doe. 

Where  it  appeared  that  the  filth  from  a  privy,  either  on  or  adj0ining  the  piemiMay 
flowed  over  the  apartmenta  oeenpied  by  the  tonality  irltboat  any  faoli  oa  faif  party 
and  rendered  them  nnfit  to  oeoapy,  the  tenant  was  jastified  in  abandoning  them 
under  the  provisions  of  the  ^*  act  in  relation  to  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  owners 
and  lessors,  and  of  lessees  and  oooupants  of  bnildingSy"  passed  April  13,  I860. 

The  ii^'ury  to  the  premises  contemplated  by  this  act,  to  authorise  n  surender  of 
possession,  must  be  of  a  physical  nature,  such  as  if  done  by  the  landlord  would 
amount  to  an  sPietian  of  the  tenant  from  the  whole  or  part  of  the  demised 
premises. 

The  occupant  of  apartments  in  a  tenement  house,  is  not  bound  either  to  see  to  tho 
erection  of  a  proper  sink  or  privy  upon  the  premises,  or  to  eause  it  to  be  emptied 
to  prevent  an  overflow.  This  is  a  matter  whioh  the  landlord  it  required  to  look 
after  and  prevent,  or  also  to  stand  to  the  eonsequences. 

General  Term,  March,  1861. 
Daly,  Brady  and  Hilton,  JJ. 

By  the  court,  Hilton,  J.  The  defendant  ooonpied  rooms 
in  the  plaintiff's  building,  nnder  a  hiring  by  the  month, 
the  rent  being  payable  in  advance.  This  action  is  brought 
for  the  month's  rent,  payable  Angnst  Ist,  and  the  defence 
seems  to  be  twofold :  1.  That  he  removed  from  the  premir 
ses  in  the  month  of  July,  and  before  the  rent  claimed  became 
due.  2.  That  before  he  left,  the  contents  of  the  privy 
attached  to  the  house  overflowed  his  apartments,  rendering 
them  untenantable  and  unfit  for  occupancy ;  and  having 
been  on  this  account  obliged  to  abandon  them,  he  was  not 
thereafter  bonnd  or  liable  to  pay  rent. 

I  think  the  proof  at  the  trial  entitled  him  to  judgment 
on  both  grounds.  The  defendant  testified  positively  that 
he  left  on  the  23d  July,  and  then  offered  the  keys  to  the 
plaintiff 's  agent,  who  declined  to  receive  them.  That  at 
the  time,  the  filth  from  the  privy  had  flowed  over  his 
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apartments,  reodering  them  untenantable  and  unfit  to  oc- 
cupy. The  plaintiff  swore  that  he  was  told  the  defendant 
had  left  the  latter  part  of  July,  and  his  agent  testified  that 
the  defendant  offered  the  keys  before  the  1st  of  August 
In  addition  to  this,  Donahue,  a  tenant  in  the  same  house, 
stated,  that  at|  the  time  defendant  left,  the  filth  was  anMe 
deep  in  his  apartments,  which  appear  to  have  been  on  the 
basement  floor ;  that  he  took  the  keys  to  the  plaintiff's 
house  about  a  week  thereafter,  and  thinks  the  keys  were 
then  taken  by  him,  from  about  10th  to  16th  August.  It  is 
perhaps  proper  to  add,  that  the  plaintiff's  agent  testified 
that  the  filth  of  which  defendant  complained,  came  from 
the  adjoining  premises ;'  also,  that  the  plaintiff,  in  his  direct 
examination,  stated  that  the  defendant  was  in  possession  of 
the  premises  on  the  15th  August ;  but  I  think  it  must  be 
assumed  that  this  was  rather  a  conclusion  of  his  mind  than 
a  statement  of  a  fact  within  his  knowledge,  as  it  appears 
he  did  not  live  on  the  premises.  If  this  view  was  not  cor- 
rect, he  would  not  have  closed  his  testimony  with  the 
remark,  that  he  '*  was  told  the  defendant  had  left  the  pre- 
mises the  latter  part  of  July  last,"  without  explanation  or 
comment. 

I  feel  bound,  therefore,  to  conclude  from  the  testimony 
at  the  trial,  that  the  defendant  left  before  the  1st  of  August, 
and  as  his  hiring  was  only  for  the  month,  he  terminated  his 
tenancy  before  the  rent  sued  for  accnrod. 

The  reasons  he  gave  for  leaving  were,  in  this  view  of  the 
case,  unnecessary ;  but  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  of 
their  sufficiency ;  and  that  they  would  have  justified  an 
abandonment  under  the  provisions  of  the  **  act  in  relation 
to  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  owners  and  lessors,  and  of 
lessees  and  occupants  of  buildings,"  passed  April  13, 1860, 
{Sess*  Lawa^  p.  592,)  which  declares  that  the  occupant  of 
any  building  which  shall  without  any  fault  or  neglect  on 
bis  part  be  destroyed,  or  be  so  injured  by  the  elements  or 
any  other  cause,  as  to  be  untenantable  and  unfit  for  occu- 
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pancy,  shall  not  be  liable  or  bouod  to  pay  rent  after  suck 
destruction  or  injury,  unless  otherwise  expressly  provided 
by  written  agreement  or  covenant ;  and  the  occupant  may, 
therefore,  quit  and  surrender  possession  of  the  premises  so 
leased  or  occupied. 

The  injury  here  contemplated  must  obviously  be  of  a 
physical  nature,  such  as  if  done  by  the  landlord  would 
amount  to  an  eviction  of  the  tenant  from  the  whole  or  part 
ef  the  demised  premises.  It  must  be  to  the  building  occu- 
pied, and  not  caused  by  the  privity  or  procurement  of  the 
tenant,  or  by  his  neglect  or  want  of  proper  care.  If  it  be 
of  the  nature  the  present  case  discloses,  I  have  no  doubt 
it  would  fall  within  the  class  of  injuries  which  the  law  was 
passed  to  meet. 

As  an  occupant  of  apartments  ia  a  tenement  house,  the 
defendant  was  not  bound  to  either  see  to  the  erection  of  a 
proper  sink  or  privy  upon  the  premises,  or  to  cause  it  to  be 
emptied,  to  prevent  an  overflow. 

This  was  a  matter  which  the  landlord,  who  by  maintain- 
ing a  building  of  this  class — one  of  those  so  called  modern 
improvements  which  the  necessities  of  the  present  day  have 
required  to  be  erected  in  the  compact  portion  of  our  city, 
where  rents  are  high  and  the  poor  abound — ^was  required 
to  look  after  and  prevent,  or  else  stand  to  the  conse- 
quences. 

I  do  not  mean  to  be  understood  as  holding  that  a  land- 
lord is  required,  after  he  has  rented  a  house,  to  attend  to 
the  emptying  of  the  sinks  and  cesspools  attached  to  it;  on 
the  contrary,  that  duty  ordinarily  devolves  upon  the  tenant, 
who  is  bound  to  see  that  the  premises  are  not  injured  by 
any  inattention  to  his  duties  in  this  respect;  but  I  do 
mean  to  say,  that  modern  improvements  require  appropri- 
ate rules ;  and  as,  in  a  tenement  house,  no  occupant  of  a 
single  room,  renting  direct  from  the  landlord  for  a  short 
and  may  be  uncertain  term,  generally  from  month  to  month, 
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can  be  required  to  perform  this  duty,  it  follows  of  necessity 
that  it  nitist  fall  upon  the  landlord  to  attend  to. 

On  the  other  hand,  if,  as  the  plaintiff's  agent  testified, 
the  filth  came  from  the  adjoining  premises,  and  as  it  is  not 
contended  it  thus  came  through  any  fault,  procurement  or 
neglect  of  the  defendant,  it  was  equally  an  injury  to  the 
building  within  the  provision  of  the  law  referred  to.  It 
will  probably  be  said  that  if  this  view  be  correct,  a  land- 
lord may  be  left  without  remedy  against  the  acts  of  those 
who  covertly  furnish  his  tenants  with  excuses  for  abandon- 
ing  demised  premises.  I  can  only  answer,  that  the  statute 
is  certainly  extraordinary  in  its  character,  and  may  give 
rise  to  great  abuses  being  practiced  under  it  by  unwilling 
tenants  upon  landowners ;  but  it  is  our  duty  only  to  con- 
strue its  provisions,  and  not  speculate  upon  the  injustice  it 
may  produce,  leaving  to  future  legislatures  to  remedy  any 
of  the  evils  which  may  spring  from  it. 

Judgment  reversed. 


SUPREME  COUET. 

William  Williams  agt.  The  People. 

An  indUtment  for  nnUw^iIly,  wUlfally,  malieioinly  and  mtiehieToiisIy  dririDg  the 
honei  aitoohed  to  a  freight  oar>  on  the  Fourth  avenue  railroad,  agaiMt  another 
railroad  oar,  then  and  there  heing,  and  then  there  injuring  the  last  mentioned 
oar,  he  so  intending,  Ao.,  does  not  set  up  or  inolude  the  oommon  law  olfenoe  of 
maUcioui  miickitf.  The  defendant  ean  he  eonsidered  ai  gnilty  of  nothing  be- 
yond a  hurtful  tretpata. 

A  trespass  upon  property,  although  it  may  be  willful  and  malicious,  is  not  within 
the  offence  of  malieimu  misekief  at  eamfMn  tew,  unless  it  was  in  the  night 
tinu,  or  ttcrttly,  vtithout  th^  hop*  <tf  gaift;  or  unices  it  oonsisted  of  some  aet  of 
crutUy  to  domeitie  animali* 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  Kovember,  1862. 
Ingbaham,  Glerke  and  Barkard,  Justices. 
The  plaintiff  in  error  wa^  ii^viicted  for  unlawfully,  will- 
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fully,  malicioufilj  and  mischievoaslj  driving  the  horses 
attached  to  a  freight  car,  oa  the  Fourth  avenue  railroad, 
against  another  railroad  car  then  and  there  being,  then  and 
there  injuring  the  last  mentioned  car,  he  so  intending,  &c. 
The  prisoner  was  convicted. 

Charles  W.  Sandford, /or  p/ain^i^  in  error. 
A.  Oakey  Hall,  district  attorney. 

By  the  court,  Ingraham,  P.  Justice.  It  is  sought  to 
sustain  this  indictment  upon  the  ground  that  it  sets  up  the 
common  law  offence  of  malicious  mischief.  Unless  the  act 
complained  of  comes  within  the  definition  of  that  offence, 
the  prisoner  was  guilty  of  nothing  beyond  a  hurtful  trespass. 

Blackstone  defines  this  offence  as  being  perpetrated  not 
animo  furandij  or  with  an  intent  of  gain,  but  out  of  wanton 
cruelty,  or  black  and  diabolical  revenge.  In  the  People 
agt.  Smith,  (5  Cowen^  258,)  it  is  said  that  the  offence  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  an  ordinary  trespass  as  being  a  violation 
of  private  right,  without  color  or  pretext,  and  without  the 
hope  or  expectation  of  gain. 

Many  of  the  cases  on  this  subject  are  cited  in  Kilpatrick 
agt.  The  People^  (5  DeniOf  277,)  in  which  case  it  was  held 
that  willfully,  unlawfully  and  maliciously  breaking  and 
destroying  two  windows  of  a  house,  was  not  within  the 
description  of  this  offence. 

The  distinction  is  noted  in  that  case  between  acts  done 
openly  and  those  done  secretly,  or  in  the  night  time,  and 
between  acts  done  to  property  and  injuries  to  domestic 
animals. 

From  the  cases  there  cited,  I  think  the  rule  may  be  sta- 
ted to  be  that  a  trespass  upon  property,  although  it  may 
be  willful  and  malicious,  is  not  within  the  offence  of  mali- 
cious mischief  at  common  law,  unless  it  was  in  the  night 
time,  or  secretly,  without  the  hope  of  gain,  or  unless  it  con- 
sisted of  some  act  or  cruelty  to  domestic  animals. 
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The  act  is  not  indictable  because  it  is  willful,  or  simply 
because  it  is  malicious.  There  must  be  other  circumstances, 
such  as  secresy,  cruelty  or  public  injury,  to  make  out  the 
offence. 

The  present  case  does  not  come  within  either  class.  The 
prisoner  was  driving  a  car  at  a  point  where  two  roads  met, 
and  in  trying  to  get  ahead  of  a  car,  on  the  other  road,  he 
ran  into  it.  We  are  bound  to  consider  it  done  maliciously, 
because  the  jury  have  so  found,  but  that  is  not  enough. 

The  counsel  for  the  people  sought  to  make  out  a  distinc- 
tion between  the  present  case  and  those  before  referred  to, 
because  the  word  "  mischievously ''  is  used  in  this  indict- 
ment, but  that  does  not  alter  the  rule.  It  was  so  held  in 
State  agt.  Wheeler,  (S  Vermont,  344,)  where  the  word  mis- 
chievously was  used  in  the  indictment,  and  yet  the  killing 
of  a  beast  of  another  under  such  circumstances  was  held 
to  be  only  a  civil  injury,  and  not  indictable.  I  think  the 
definition  of  the  offence,  as  stated  above,  is  quite  as  com- 
prehensive as  the  cases  warrant,  and  more  so  than  some  of 
them  would  sustain. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  has  not  committed  an  offence  com- 
ing within  these  rules,  and  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

Clerke,  J.,  concurred. 

Barnard,  J.,  dissenting.  The  act  complained  of  being 
one  against  the  safety  of  the  public,  turns  what  might 
otherwise  be  a  mere  trespass  into  an  indictable  offence. 
This  is  the  principle  on  which  the  case  of  the  Commonwealth 
agt.  Eckert,  (2  Brown  Rep.,  p.  291,)  was  decided,  when  the 
act  complained  of  was  the  cutting  down  of  a  tree  useful  for 
public  convenience,  ornament  and  shade.  The  element  of 
cruelty  to  an  animal,  or  of  secresy  in  the  commission  of  the 
crime,  has  also  been  held  to  turn  what  otherwise  would  be 
a  mere  trespass,  into  an  indictable  offence. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Walrath  and  wife  agt.  Hakdt  and  others. 

MUjainder  of  pwUoi  plalatUb  if  ^toond  of  ^Murrw  to  tho  oonplaiat. 

In  saoh  cu9  the  oomplalnt  does  not  state  foots  sufficient  to  oonstitnte  a  omw  of 

Mtion. 
In  an  aetion  to  obtain  coMfrvcMon  0/  •  wttf,  the  eemplaiat  shooU  stftto  that  lU 

testator  left  property,  and  also  whether  real  or  personal  or  both. 
If  there  be  no  trust  declared  or  raised  by  the  will,  and  the  legatees  and  doTisees 

take  abeolntely,  they  mvst  rindioate  their  rights  by  an  aelion  or  actions  at  law 

-*not  by  an  aetion  in  equity  for  its  oonstxiietion. 
A  person  who  is  not  executor  nor  in  any  sense  a  trustee  is  not  entitled  to  ask  In- 

stmction  or  adiice  from  the  court. 
In  eaae  a  truH  ba  deekved  by  will,  and  qneetlow  of  doubt  wAm  at  U  lU  tna 

meaning,  any  person  baring  an  intereei  in  the  property  held  in  trutit  nay  m* 

ply  by  action  to  have  the  will  construed  or  its  ralidity  determined. 

Saratoga  Special  Term,  Feb,,  1863. 
This  action  was  brought  to  obtain  construction  of  • 
wiU. 

UcMa&tin  &  Plantz,  for  plaintiffs. 
Smith  &  Cab&oll,  for  defendant^  Handy. 

BoGKXs^  Justice.  It  seems  plain  that  the  wife  of  Wm. 
Walrath  is  an  unnecessary  party  plaintiff.  She  obtains  her 
only  ri^t — an  inchoate  right  of  dower — through  her  hus- 
bandy  and  this  right  attaches  to  those  lands  to  which  her 
husband  is  entitled  under  the  will.  A  judicial  determina* 
tion  of  his  right  under  the  provisions  of  the  will,  if  neces- 
sary, would  conclude  her  as  to  any  claim  for  dower.  She 
would  have  dower  in  the  lands  devised  to  him,  according 
to  the  true  construction  of  the  will. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  a  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff, 
cannot  be  urged  on  demurrer.  It  has  been  often  held  that 
a  misjoinder  of- parties  defendant,  is  not  ground  of  de- 
murrer. (23  Haw.,  396;  12  How.,  134;  17  JV.  F.,  592;) 
and  very  general  language  has  been  used  in  some  of  the 
caseSy  to  the  effect,  that  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint  for  an 
Vol.  XXIV.  23 
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Waln«li  agt.  Handy. 

excess  of  parties  cannot  be  allowed.  It  was  so  stated  in 
Davy  agt.  Beits,  (23  Haw.,  396  ;>  also  in  Gregory  agt.  Oah- 
smith,  (12  Haw.f  134.)  So  it  has  been  said  that  a  demnr- 
rer  mnst  be  sustained  or  fail  to  the  whole  extent  to  which 
it  is  applied ;  and  that  where  a  demurrer  is  to  the  whole 
complaint,  if  one  of  the  plaintiffs  might  have  judgment 
separately,  it  is  bad.  But  in  Brownson  and  wife  agt.  Giffard, 
(8  How.,  389,)  it  was  held  on  demurrer  that  the  action 
should  have  been  brought  by  Mrs.  Brownson  alone,  and 
that  her  husband  was  improperly  joined  as  plaintiff.  In 
this  case,  Judge  Habbis  allowed  the  demurrer  to  use  his 
own  language — "  solely  on  the  ground  that  the  husband  of 
Mrs.  Brownson  ought  not  to  have  been  joined  as  a  co-flaint^ 
with  her,^^  ipog^  S91.)  In  Mann  and  wife  agt.  Marsh,  (35 
Barb.,  68  same  case]  21  How.,  372,)  it  was  held,  that  when 
two  or  more  plaintiffs  unite  in  bringing  a  joint  action  and 
the  facts  stated  do  not  show  a  joint  cause  of  action  in 
them,  a  demurrer  will  lie  upon  the  ground  that  the  com^ 
plaint  does  not  state  facts  suflScient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action.  In  Barstow  agt.  Draper,  (5  Duer,  130,)  it  was  held 
that  in  an  action  by  husband  and  wife,  they  must  recover 
jointly  or  not  at  all.  {See  also  16  How,,  196;  also  cases 
cited  in  Mann  agt.  Marsh,  35  Barb.,  on  page  73.)  Accord* 
ing  to  these  authorities  Mrs.  Walrath  is  an  unnecessary  and 
improper  party.  The  case  of  Mann  agt.  Marsh  is  well  con- 
sidered, was  decided  at  general  term  after  full  argument, 
and  is  the  latest  decision  on  the  point.  I  feel  bound  to 
follow  it  at  special  term.  It  seems  to  me  too,  that  the  re- 
marks of  Judge  Allen  are  well  made.  He  says,  {page  72,) 
*'  it  is  true,  that  when  all  the  parties  plaintiff  do  not  show 
an  interest  in  the  cause  of  action,  this  is  in  *one  sense  a 
misjoinder  of  plaintiffs,  but  in  a  more  important  sense  it  is 
a  failure  to  make  a  case  entitling  the  plaintiffs  to  recover 
against  the  defendant."  And  he  adds, ''  the  demurrer  waa 
necessarily  to  the  whole  complaint,  and  to  the  cause  of 
aotion  as  then  alleged  in  favor  of  both  plaintift.    A  da* 
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mnrrer  could  not  be  interposed  as  against  one  plaintiff  and 
an  answer  as  to  the  other."  So  he  holds,  that  in  snch  case 
judgment  should  be  given  for  the  defendant  on  the  demui^ 
rer  with  liberty  to  amend  the  comj^aint.  This  decision 
sustains  the  demurrer,  not  solely  on  the  ground  that  there 
is  a  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff,  but  on  the  ground  that 
in  such  case  the  complaint  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  complaint  is  however  fatally  defective  in  this :  it  is 
not  alleged  that  the  testator  died  seized  or  possessed  of 
any  property  whatever,  real  or  personal ;  without  an  allega* 
tion  that  there  was  property  on  which  the  will  could  take 
effect,  certainly,  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  suffi* 
cient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

But  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  complaint  could  be  held 
good,  even  if  it  contained  an  averment  that  the  testator 
died  seized  and  possessed  of  both  real  and  pwsonal  pro* 
perty,  and  the  action  was  by  William  Walrath  alone.  He 
is  not  the  executor  of  the  will,  nor  in  any  sense  a  trustee, 
hence  he  is  not  entitled  to  ask  instruction  or  advice  from 
the  court — ^nor  does  it  appear  from  the  complaint  that  he 
has  been  in  any  way  injured  or  in  any  danger  of  being  inr 
jured  either  in  his  person  or  property  by  the  defendants,  or 
by  either  of  them. 

The  plaintiffs  rest  their  case  on  the  authority  of  Bcwm 
agt.  Smith,  (10  Paige,  193,)  when  it  was  held,  that  where 
the  executor  takes  the  legal  estate  as  truste^j  any  person 
having  an  interest  in  such  property  {so  hsld  in  trust)  msty 
file  a  bill,  to  have  the  construction  of  the  will  settled,  or 
to  have  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  its  provisions 
determined,  so  far  as  concerns  the  interest  of  the  complain* 
ant  in  the  property,  and  to  have  a  decree  against  such 
executor  for  such  parts  or  ^rtions  of  the  property  as  he 
is  legally  and  equitably  entitled  to  recover.  In  this  case 
the  bill  of 'complaint  was  dismissed  for  want  of  equity,  and 
on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  remedy,  if  any,  at 
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law  by  a  common  law  action*  The  chancellor  remarked, 
**  I  am  not  aware.of  any  case  in  which  an  heir  at  law  of  a 
testator,  or  a  devisee,  who  claims  a  mere  legal  estate  in  the 
real  property  where  there  was  no  tinist,  has  been  allowed 
to  come  into  a  court  of  equity  for  the  mere  purpose  of  ob* 
tainiog  a  judicial  construction  of  the  provisions  of  the 
wilL  On  the  contrary,  the  decbion  of  sueh  legal  questions 
belongs  exclusively  to  the  courts  of  law,  except  when  they 
arise  incidentally  in  this  court  in  the  exercise  of  its  legiti- 
hiate  powers ;  or  where  the  court  has  obtained  jurisdiction 
of  the  case  for  some  other  purpose." 

So,  in  the  case  under  consideration,  there  is  no  trust  as 
regards  the  real  property  devised  by  the  will.  The  legal 
title  is  not  given  the  executor  or  to  any  one  in  trust* 
Whatever  rights  William  Walrath  gets  by  the  provisions 
of  the  will,  are  absolute  and  unconditional.  He  takes  a 
legal  estate  disconnected  with  any  trust.  So,  as  was  re* 
marked  by  the  chancellor  in  the  case  cited,  the  decision 
of  all  logal  questions  in  regard  to  it,  belong,  therefore, 
exclusively  to  the  courts  of  law,  and  it  follows  that  his 
rights  must  be  protected  in  the  usual  proceeding  by  an 
action  at  law,  if  any  one  attempts,  improperly  and  unlaw* 
fully,  to  interfere  with  them. 

As  regards  the  personal  estate,  perhaps  a  case  might  be 
made  calling  for  a  decision  as  to  the  true  construction 
and  meaning  of  the  will.  As  to  the  personal  property  the 
executor  is  a  trustee,  and  William  Walrath  is  cestui  que 
trust.  If,  therefore,  a  case  be  made  in  other  respects  proper 
for  the  action  of  the  court,  the  complaint  might  be  upheld. 
No  case  is  made  out,  however,  on  the  complaint,  in  any 
view,  and  the  demurrer  must  be  held  to  be  well  taken. 

Judgment  is  ordered  for  the  defendant.  Handy,  on  the 
demurrer  with  costs,  but  with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to 
withdraw  the  demurrer  and  to  serve  an  amended  complaint 
on  payment  of  costs  of  the  demurrer 
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SUPREME  COUET. 
Waltov  a^.  Bktsvts.. 

TIm  pvoTlsioii  of  the  United  States  Intenial  RevenM  Aot,  of  July  1, 186S,  repair* 
ing  ft  itamp  npon  orory  ti^iiiiiioiM  or  original  proc$4ilng$f  ianiod  hj  itaU 
ooortij  if  iUsgal  and  %nco»$tUatiimaL 

Jfew  York  Special  Term,  February,  1863. 

An  ord«fr  had  been  obtained  to  vacate  the  proceedings  in 
this  case,  on  the  ground  that  the  summons  had  been  filed 
without  an  adhesive  stamp,  as  required  by  the  United  States 
Internal  Be  venue  Act,  approved  July  1, 1862. 

Epmon  BLAUKtfAv,  defendant's  counsel,  contended  that 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  rendered  all  original  proceed* 
ings  invalid  and  of  no  effect  unless  stamped. 

EnwiN  James,  plaintiff's  counsel,  argued  that  congress 
had  no  power  to  interfere  with  the  proceedings  of  the  state 
courts.  It  was  doubtful  whether  they  had  the  power  to 
impose  the  penalty  of  $50^  but  if  they  could  render  the 
proceedings  in  state  courts  invalid,  they  usurped  a  power 
that  was  illegal  and  unconstitutional.  If  they  could  impose 
a  duty  of  six  cents  upon  a  summons,  they  could,  upon  the 
same  principle,,  lay  a  duty  which  would  amount  to  a  prohi- 
bition,  and  thus  paralyze  the  whole  system  of  administering 
justice  in  the  state  tribunals. 

Baslkard,  J.,  decided  to  dimiss  the  order.  Congress  had 
no  right  to  interfere  with  the  proceedings  of  the  state 
conrts.  In  his  judgment,  the  provision  was  illegal  and 
unconstitutional.  Congress  might  impose  a  penalty,  but 
could  not  invalidate  the  proceedings  of  the  state  courts ; 
lie  would  facilitate  any  appeal  fron^  his  decision,  upon  a 
question  of  so  much  importance. 
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NEW  YORK  SUPEEIOB  COUET- 

Thi  Matob,  Ac  of  the  Citt  of  Nkw  York  agt.  Hkkbt 
Eeben  and  The  New  York  Life  Ins.  &  Trust  Co. 

Xxc€ption$  to  flndtegi  of/oef  an  not  required. 

Where  ezeeptiona  to  the  eonelusions  of  law  Me  not  mnde  within  fM  dayi  ^fttr 

J%dgm€nt,  none  eea  be  snitftined  npon  an  appeal,  sad  the  mm  if  heard  folely 

upon  the  ezeeptiona  taken  at  the  trial. 
Where  the  oomplaint  aTorred  the  payment  of  a  eertain  ram  of  mone^lw  ''an  ezeem 

of  an  amount  awarded,  and  not  of  right  dne  and  payable  to  the  defendant;  and 

that  aaid  payment  wai  made  nnder  a  mistake  of  faet  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 

tlffi/>  fte.. 
Held,  that  evidenctf  ae  to  the  Talidity  and  oorreetneM  of  the  prooeedlngi  of  the 

eommimionen  of  eetimato  and  aeeeiementy  and  as  to  the  reffleieney  of  the  award 

made  by  them  to  the  defendant,  was  properly  allowed  nnder  the  israe  tendend  bj 

MlMdittt  to  svoh  aUegaaons. 
The  mle  with  respect  to  voluntary  paym$fU9  is,  that  if  a  party  has  aetnally  paid 

what  the  law  woold  not  hare  compelled  him  to  pay,  bat  what  <a  $q»Uy  and  good 

eoMoUneo  ho  oughi,  he  oannot  roeovor  U  back  iaraa  aetien  fer  «M«y  had  and 

roeoiood* 

General  Term,  February,  1863. 

This  action  was  commenced  on  the  29th  of  Jannary, 
1858,  to  recover  of  the  defendants  $9,000,  and  interest  from 
the  10th  day  of  May,  1855,  for  an  alleged  oyer-payment  to 
the  defendants  as  owners  and  mortgagees  of  the  lots  Nos. 
158,  164  and  166  Centre  street,  upon  the  proceedings  for 
the  extension  of  Canal  street  and  the  widening  of  Walker 
street. 

The  defence  was  a  denial  of  over-payment,  and  an  aver- 
ment  that  the  amount  paid  was  the  true  valne  of  the  pro- 
perty taken  by  the  city,  as  estimated  by  the  commissioners 
of  estimate  and  assessment  in  the  proceedings  referred  to, 
and  that  any  statement  in  their  report  in  conflict  with  this 
fact,  was  the  result  of  a  clerical  error  in  making  up  the 
formal  report. 

The  case  was  on  the  calendar  from  April  term,  1858, 
until  November  term,  1859,  when  the  same  was  referred  by 
the  court  to  George  W.  Stevens,  Esq.,  as  referee* 
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The  trial  was  commenoed  on  the  2d  of  December,  1859, 
and  waa  finished  on  the  31st  of  July,  1861.  The  referee 
held  the  matter  under  advisement  until  November  9,  1861, 
when  he  reported  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  On  the  18th. 
of  November,  1861,  judgment  was  entered  for  the  defend- 
ants, And  on  the  20th  of  November,  1861,  appeal  was  taken 
by  the  oity  to  the  general  term  of  this  court. 

Gbeens  C.  Bronson,  B.  F.  Andrews  and  0.  B.  Thomp* 

SON,  counsel  for  the  city. 
Mathews  &  Swan,  counsel  for  the  iefH  Henry  Erben. 
Betts   k  Robinson,  counsel  for  the  def^ts^  The  Jfew 

York  Life  Insurance  flr  Trust  Company. 

By  the  conrt,  Moncribf,  J.  This  action  was  brought 
in  the  year  1858,  to  recover  from  the  defendants  the  sum  of 
nine  thousand  dollars,  and  interest  from  May  10, 1855,  upon 
an  allegation  that  said  sum  "  was  an  excess  of  an  amount 
awarded,  and  not  of  right  due  and  payable  to  the  defend- 
ant  Erben ;  that  said  payment  was  made  under  a  mistake 
of  fact  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,"  kc. 

The  action  was  referred  by  consent  of  parties  to  a  referee^ 
who  reported  in  favor  of  the  defendants  in  November,  1861« 
Judgment  was  entered  upon  this  report  on  the  18  th  day  of 
November,  1861.  Exceptions  to  the  conclusions  of  fact  and 
law,  found  by  the  referee,  appear  to  have  been  filed  in  the 
month  of  January,  1862. 

Without  attempting  to  give  in  detail  the  testimony  sus> 
taining  each  of  the  findings  of  fact,  as  set  forth  in  the  case 
upon  this  appeal,  it  must  suffice  that  in  my  opinion  no  error 
was  committed  by  the  referee  in  that  regard.  Exceptions 
to  findings  of  fact  are  not  required.  {^Hunt  agt.  Bloomer^ 
8  Kern.  Rep.,  341 ;  Johnson  agt  WMilock,  id.,  346.) 

Where  exceptions  to  the  '*  conclusions  of  law,"  found  by 
the  referee,  are  not  made  by  the  making  of  a  case,  or  by 
the  filing  of  written  exceptions  within  ten  days  after  judg- 
ment, none  ean  be  sustained  noon  an  appeal,  and  the  C9M 
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is  heard  solely  upon  the  exceptions  takea  at  the  triaL  (3 
Kemanj  supra;  Magie  agt.  Baker ^  4  id.^  436.) 

The  appellants  argued, "  as  one  of  the  prinoipid  qoesiioiui 
on  this  appeal,  the  exceptions  to  the  ruling  of  the  referee 
in  allowiDg  evidence  as  to  the  validity  and  correctness  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assess* 
ment,  and  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  award  made  by  them 
to  the  defendants." 

The  complaint  averred  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  of 
money,  "  not  of  right  due  and  payable,  and  a  payment  made 
under  a  mistake  of  fact  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs."  There 
is  no  pretence  that  the  defendant  Erben  was  guilty  of  a 
wrong  in  accepting  the  amount  actually  paid  to  him,  or 
that  he  believed  or  had  reason  to  suppose  he  was  taking 
what  was  not  of  right  due  and  payable  to  him.  True  it  ia, 
the  commissioners  in  their  report  awarded  to  him  a  sum  of 
nine  thousand  dollars  less  than  the  sum  he  actually  received, 
but  it  is  also  true  that  he  had  inquired  and  had  been  ad- 
vised, and  had  no  reason  to  doubt,  that  he  would  be  awarded 
the  just  and  fair  value  of  bis  propertgr ;  that  he  would  be 
entitled  to  receive  the  exact  sum  actually  paid  to  him,  the 
commissioners  told  him ;  the  sum  paid  was  the  fair  and 
actual  value  of  the  land  taken  from  the  defendant  Erben ; 
the  rule  adopted  by  the  commissioners  for  measuring  the 
valuation  of  property  to  be  taken,  entitled  the  defendant 
Erben  to  a  larger  sum  than  was  paid  to  him*  He  was  ad- 
vised at  the  office  of  the  street  commissioner,  when  he  called 
for  the  perpose  of  inspecting  the  report,  and  upon  inquiry 
therefor,  that  the  amount  awarded  to  him  was  the  sum  paid 
to  him ;  he  was  thereby  induced  to  omit  filiDg  olyections  to 
the  report,  which  as  a  matter  of  fact  i»  conceded  to  have 
awarded  to  him  only  the  sum  of  $15,805,  the  plaintiffs  rest- 
ing upon  their  claim  to  recover  back  a  supposed  over-pay- 
ment for  about  a  period  of  three  yeavs. 

'The  answer  of  the  defendant  Erben  apprised  the  plain- 
tiffiB  that  he  should  interpose  thdee  sevtnA  mfttters  aa  • 
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defence  to  their  claim.  The  defence  was  a  just  and  rec^ 
sonable  one.  To  have  snstained  the  objection  and  preclu- 
ded the  defendant  Erben  from  showing  this  defence,  would 
have  been  manifest  injustice.  If  the  plaintiffs  hiid  paid 
more  than  was  stated  as  the  award  to  him,  and  did  so, 
having  possession  of  the  report,  nnder  a  mistaken  notion 
that  he  was  awarded  the  sum  paid,  yet  thej  had  not  paid 
to  him  more  than  of  right  and  in  justice  was  due  and  pay- 
able to  him,  and  they  had  misled  him  and  lulled  him  into 
silence  until  long  after  the  period  when  he  could  correct 
the  only  mistake  which  was  made,  the  stating  a  clearly 
inadequate  compensation  for  what  was  taken  from  him. 

Their  proposition  seems  to  be  this :  the  land  we  took 
from  you  was  worth  more  than  we  hare  paid ;  the  commis- 
sioners and  the  street  commisnoner's  officers  advised  you 
of  being  entitled  to  the  sum  paid ;  you  could  not  have  filed 
objections  against  the  award  actually  inserted  in  the  report^ 
and  corrected  it  by  inserting  .the  amount  we  have  paid. 
We  have  your  land,  and  although  you  innocently  and  with- 
out fault  have  accepted  what  we  voluntarily  paid,  and  less 
than  as  strict  right  you  might  have  claimed,  yet  we  claim 
that  the  report  being  confirmed,  and  it  being  manifest  that 
in  and  by  it  you  were  awarded  only  $16,^05,  the  excess  on 
that  amount  should  be  refunded. 

The  adoption  of  this  rule  works  plain  wrong  and  injuatka 

The  least  that  the  plaintiflb  should  be  required  to  do 
would  be  to  reinstate  him  in  the  position  he  was  when  the 
mistake  was  made  by  the  commissioiers  in  inserting  an 
inoonrect  amount  of  awaird  to  him,  or  to  enable  him  now  to 
have  the  same  advantage  of  showing  error  in  the  report 
that  he  would  have  had  if  the  commissioners  and  olliers 
had  not  misled  him. 

The  evidence  was  properly  received;  it  established  aA 
issue  tendered  by  the  defendant  Erben. 

The  rule  with  respect  to  voluntary  payments  is,  that  if 
a  party  has  aetuaUy  psiid  what  tike  law  wodd  Bot  have 
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compelled  him  to  pay,  but  what  in  equity  and  good  ooo- 
Bcienca  he  ought,  he  cannot  recover  it  back  again  in  an 
action  for  money  had  Mid  received.  The  objections  taken 
at  the  trial  were  properly  overruled,  and  the  exceptions 
thereto  untenable. 

Upon  the  merits,  as  presented  by  the  case  upon  appeal, 
we  then  have  a  payment  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs 
voluntarily,  without  fraud  or  deceit,  or  knowledge  of  the 
fact  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  Erben,  more  than  two 
years  before  reclamation  is  attempted  or  an  assertion  of 
error  or  mistake  on  their  part — the  fact  that  he  was  misled 
by  those  acting  on  behalf  of  and  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  pre- 
vented from  correcting  the  real  mistake  that  was  made  in 
not  inserting  the  amount  he  received ;  and  that  the  plain* 
tiffs  have  received  and  been  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  pro- 
perty, of  the  value,  if  not  greater  than,  of  the  amount  that 
was  paid  to  him ;  and  applying  the  rule  just  given,  the 
plaintiffs  having  vdnntarily  paid  what  the  report  in  terms 
did  not  require  them  to  pay,  but  an  amount  which  in 
equity  and  good  conscience  they  should  have  paid,  the 
plaintifb  cannot  recover  it  back  again. 

It  would  be  in  the  highest  degree  an  injustice  to  permit 
the  plaintiffs  to  assert  their  claims  of  payment  under  a  so- 
called  mistake,  under  the  circumstances  detailed  in  the 
evidence,  and  found  as  matters  of  fact  in  the  present  case. 

The  action  against  the  defendants,  the  New  York  Life 
Insurance  and  Trust  Company,  could  not  und^  any  oiroun^ 
stances  have  been  maintained. 

The  company  was  a  mortgagee  having  a  lien  for  the  sum 
awarded  to  it;  the  company  received  only  the  amount  due 
to  it '  The  fact  that  the  checks  were  payable  to  the  ymt 
order  of  the  defendants,  perhaps,  might  create  the  company 
a  disbursing  agent  of  the  plaintiffs  to  liquidate  their  claim 
and  transfer  the  residue  of  the  amount  to  the  defendant 
Erben,  which  the  company  did.  There  was  no  mistake  in 
the  ^yment  to  it»  nor  in  my  opinion  wsji  there  paid  to  Hk» 
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defendant  Erben  woj  sum  of  money  "  not  of  right  due  and 
payable  to  him." 
We  think  the  judgment  is  correct  and  ahonld  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COUET. 
J.  Fhanklin  Psck  agt.  Anthony  Yoeks  and  others. 

WlMa  HI  if»/«««HM  order  bM  been  ftllow«d,  ud  the  mm  baa  hmi  MffToAy  aod 
tlM  pftrtiea  In  the  mit  have  ftppewvd  ud  taken  itepe  in  the  Mtion,  and  Mqnieeeed 
in  the  injanotion>  no  judge  haa  authority  to  wu>d\fy  it  tx  part; 

SeeUon  324  of  the  Code  was  designed  to  allow  a  judge  who  had  haittly  or  Impcovl- 
dently  graatad  an  order  to  reotify  (ha  enor»  (^  a^lM  to  iflMiMNafa^,  mud  b^/bre 
any  9ttp9  aro  tok€%  in  tht  act%o%.  It  was  not  intended  to  give  an  unlimited 
light  to  racate  orders  granted  tx  part$, 

Monroe  Special  Term,  January^  ]r863. 

This  case  is  a  creditors'  snit,  bronght  against  the  judgment 
debtor,  Anthony  Torks,  with  his  son  Theodore  D.  Yorks, 
his  brother-inJaw  Zimri  Cook,  and  othersi  and  the  charge 
is  frand  in  the  transfer  of  the  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor  to  the  other  defendants.  The  action  w^  com- 
menced in  November,  1861,  and  an  injunction  order  was 
granted  on  the  22d  day  of  that  month,  by  Giom«K  Hast* 
1N08,  county  judge  of  LiTingston  county,  in  which  county 
the  action  was  brought  This  injunction  was  served  on 
all  the  defendants,  between  the  10th  day  of  December, 
1861,  and  the  21st  day  of  January,  1862,  and  all  except 
Cook  (who  resides  in  Ohio)  appeared  and  answered  in  the 
action.  On  the  29th  day  of  December,  1862,  and  after 
proceedings  had  been  commenced  by  the  plaintiff  against 
.the  judgment  debtor  and  his  son,  Theodore,  for  violating 
the  injunction  order,  the  defendants,  without  notice  to  the 
plaintiff,  obtained  from  Judge  Hastings  a  modification  of 
the  injunction  order,  which  he  had  originally  granted,  and 
this  motion  is  made  to  set  aside  the  order  of  modification. 


864  ^^^*^  ^^^^  pRAoncx  vepovo. 

On  the  argomeDty  tlie  defeadante  innsied  that  eection  324 
of  the  Code  authorized  the  modification  of  an  injonction 
granted  tx  parttf  without  requiring  notioe  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  cited  Bruce  agt  Del.  4*  Hud*  Canal  Co.,  (8  Haw.,  440,) 
but  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  case  quoted  could  not  be 
sustained,  as  it  was  entirely  inconsistent,  and  would  make 
eection  225  a  mere  nullity,  which  was  never  intended  by 
the  framers  of  the  Oode— that  section  324  was  only  intended 
to  apply  to  the  various  orders  arising  in  the  progress  of  a 
suit,  while  section  226  was  a  special  enactment,  applicable 
to  provisional  TMnedieSi  citing  Mills  agt  2%«r#iy,  (1  Code 
Rep.,  121.) 

J.  F.  Peck,  plaintiff  in  person,  for  the  motion. 
Geo*  F.  Danforth,  opposed. 

E,  Dabwin  SmTH,  Justice.  I  do  not  think  the  order  of 
Judge  Hastivos,  modifying  the  injunction  issued  in  this 
oase,  properly  made.  It  was  not  made  till  more  than  a 
year  had  elapsed  after  its  service  upon  the  defendants  or 
some  of  them,  and  not  till  after  all  of  them,  except  Cook, 
had  appeared  and  answered  in  the  cause.  If  section  324 
applied  to  injunction  orders,  I  don't  think  it  will  justify  the 
order  made  in  this  instance.  That  eection  was  designed 
to  allow  a  judge  who  had  hastily  or  improvidently  granted 
an  order,  to  rectify  the  error  if  applied  to  intmediatelf^  and 
before  any  steps  are  taken  in  the  action.  It  was  not  intended 
to  give  an  unlimited  right  to  vacate  orders  granted  ex  parte. 
It  is  very  rarely,  indeed,  when  a  judge  should  modify  an 
injunction  ex  parte*  I  did  it  in  one  instance,  when  it  had 
not  been  served  upon  all  the  parties,  and  b^ore  appearance, 
and  when  I  thought  it  was  improperly  used  or  sinisad,  but 
I  doubted  much  and  still  do  the  general  right  to  modify  an 
injunction  order,  without  notice  to  the  partiea  Important 
rights  depend  upon  them,  and  they  shonld  not  be  allowed  or 
vacated  without  care*    When  an  injunction  order  has  been 
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allowed,  and  the  same  has  been  served,  and  the  parties  in 
the  suit  have  appeared  and  taken  steps  in  the  action,  and . 
acquiesced  in  the  injunction  order,  as  in  this  instance,  I  do  not 
think  the  county  judge  or  judge  of  this  court  should  modify 
the  injunction ;  and  I  go  further — ^I  do  not  think  he  has  any 
authority  to  do  so,  within  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  sec- 
tions 225  and  324  of  the  Code,  or  that  it  was  ever  intended 
to  confer  any  such  power.  If  this  order  had  been  granted 
by  myself,  or  any  other  judge  of  this  court,  I  should  deem 
it  my  duty  #o  set  it  aside  as  improvidently  granted,  if  not 
unwarranted.  I  cannot  sanction  any  such  practice  on  the 
part  of  any  judge,  either  of  this  court  or  of  the  county 
court.  If  application  had  been  made  to  Judge  Hastings 
immediately  on  the  service  of  this  injunction,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  injunction  was  improvidently  granted,  or 
too  extensive,  and  he  had  modified  it,  and  it  appeared  that 
such  modification  was  right  and  worked  no  injustice,  I 
do  not  think  the  court  would  interfere  with  the  order  upon 
the  single  ground  of  irregularity,  but  it  would  look  at  the 
merits  of  the  modification,  and  affirm  it  if  proper. 

I  regard  the  present  motion  as  in  the  nature  of  an  ap- 
peal from  this  order  of  Judge  Hastings,  and  that  I  am 
called  upon  to  see  whether  it  ought  in  fact  to  have  been 
entertained  and  made  e^  farie.  I  think  it  was  clearly 
improper  to  grant  it  without  notice,  and  for  that  reason 
shall  direct  that  it  be  set  aside,  and  the  original  injunction 
order  reinstated,  and  if  the  defendants  think  proper,  they 
may  apply  to  the  court  upon  motion  for  such  modification 
as  may  be  just 
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Hewit  agt.  Masoh. 

In  ft  eomplftint  for  ilander,  wbere  the  words  eharg«d  were,  ^'noUiiiif  ftflf  Um  bal 
th«  pox;  h«  if  rottm  irith  it,  ha  [{ot  H,^'  ke.,  Juld  that  the  wordi  are  aetionftble 

If  the  aUegAtioni  of  9ptcial  damage  hj  raMon  of  the  iroida  qpoken  Me  noiaiA' 
eientlj  epeeific,  the  objeetion  oannot  be  ndaed  by  tUmurrerg  the  remedy  ii  bj 
motion  nnder  the  Code,  (§  MO.) 

Demurbeb  to  the  complaint.  The  words  charged  were, 
'*  nothing  ails  him  but  the  pox :  he  it  rotten  with  it,  he  got 
it,"  Ac, 

J.  CoviLL,  for  plaintiff. 

J,  S.  L'Amoreaux,  for  defendant 

BocKEs,  Justice.  Demurrer  to  the  complaint*  The  action 
is  slander.  The  plaintiff  states  in  his  complaint,  that  he 
is  twentj-two  years  of  age,  and  unmarried ;  that  in  Febru* 
ary,  1862,  he  was  ill,  whereupon  the  defendant  falsely  and 
maliciously  charged  him  with  having  an  infectious  disease, 
known  as  lues  venerea^  by  reason  of  which  he  was  injured  in 
his  good  name  and  business,  and  excluded  from  the  society 
of  his  friends  and  neighbors,  to  his  damage  of  $2,000,  for 
which  he  demands  judgment.  The  defendant  interposed 
a  general  demurrer,  and  insists  that  the  words  are  not 
actionable  per  «e,  and  that  no  special  damages  are  alleged. 

Blaekstone,  in  speaking  of  words  which,  upon  their  face, 
and  according  to  common  acceptation,  import  such  defama* ' 
tion  as  will,  of  course,  be  injurious,  includes  those  which 
may  exclude  the  person  of  whom  they  are  spoken  from 
society,  as  to  charge  a  person  with  having  an  infectious 
disease.  (3  Black,  Com.,  123, 124.)  It  is  laid  down  in  Com. 
Dig.j  that  words  are  actionable  which  charge  an  infectious 
disease — as  to  say  of  a  person,  he  has  the  leprosy,  plague, 
Ac. ;  and  very  many  cases  are  there  cited,  in  which  it  was 
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held  slanderous  to  cbarge  a  person  with  having  the  disease 
known  as  lues  venerea.  {Cam.  Dig*^  AcL  Def.  D.  28.)  In  a 
note  to  Blackstme^  it  is  said,  there  are  only  three  disorders 
which  the  law  deem  it  slanderons  to  report  that  a  person 
labors  nnder,  viz :  the  plagne,  the  leprosy  and  the  lues 
venerea^  The  cases  are  nnmerons  in  England  in  whioh 
charges  of  the  latter  disease  have  been  decided  slanderous. 
There  are  one  or  two  cases  holding  an  adverse  doctrine,  but 
AsHHUBST,  J.,  in  speaking  of  them,  said  they  were  loosely 
reported,  unintelligible  and  not  to  be  relied  on.  Many  of 
the  English  cases  are  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Mason,  in  WiU 
Hams  agt.  HoldrHh,  (22  Barh.,  896,)  quite  enough  to  sus-  ''  ^'^/ 
tain  the  remark  that  the  law  is  well  settled  in  England, 
and  has  been  for  centuries,  that  it  is  actionable  to  charge  a 
person  with  having  the  lues  venerea.  Mr.  Stabxik  remarks : 
"  actions  for  words  of  this  description  seem,  in  the  absence 
of  special  damage,  to  have  been  confined  to  charges  of 
leprosy  and  lues  venerea^"  and  he  adds,  *'  it  seems,  however, 
that  though  the  reason  has  in  some  degree  ceased  to 
operate,  an  action  will,  even  at  this  day,  be  sustainable  for 
a  charge  of  either  of  the  diseases  alluded  to."  {Siark.  09» 
Slan.^  114.)  This  rule  obtains  in  several  of  our  sister 
states. 

It  has  been  said  in  many  cases  that  words,  to  be  action* 
able  per  se,  must  impute  a  crime  involving  moral  turpitude 
punishable  by  indictment.  This  general  language  will  be 
found  in  several  reported  cases,  and,  indeed,  in  some  of  the 
text>books.  But,  when  used,  it  was  with  reference  to  a 
charge  of  criminality. 

This  general  obiervation  should  be  considered  as  appli- 
cable to  the  class  of  cases  where  some  charge  of  a  criminal 
nature  is  made,  and  admits  of  the  exception  spoken  of  by 
Judge  WoonwoRTH  in  Burtch  agt.  JVtc/cerson,  (17  John.^  217.) 
He  says,  "the  general  rule  is  well  settled,  that  slander* 
ous  words  are  not  actionable  unless  the  charge,  if  true, 
wiU  subject  the  party  charged  to  an  indictment  for  a 
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crime  involving  mord  torpitade,  or  subjeot  hia  to  an 
infatnoos  punishment.  The  exceptions  to  the  general  nlo 
are  words  spoken  of  a  person  in  kis  qfice^  profetiiM  or 
trade,  or  which  imptUe  U  him  an  infectious  distaec^*  This 
exception  or  qualification  should  be  understood  as  applying 
to  the  general  statement  of  the  rule  in  Wright  agt.  Paige^ 
(36  Barb.,  438.) 
£  /  The  case  of  Williami  agt  Holdf^gCy  (22  Barb.,  396,)  is 

directly  in  point.  It  is  there  settled  that  the  rule  of  law 
in  the  English  courts  obtains  in  our  own  state.  It  must, 
therefore,  be  deemed  as  settled  on  authority,  that  words 
are  actionable  per  «e,  which  charge  a  person  with  having 
the  infectious  disease  known  as  lues  venerea.  The  reason 
of  the  rule  is  stated  by  Judge  Masoit,  in  the  case  last  cited. 
The  words,  to  be  actionable,  however,  must  be  spoken  in 
the  present  tense,  and  impute  a  continuance  of  the  malady. 
The  averments  in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  is  aged 
twenty-two  and  unmarried,  are  of  no  value  as  a  matter  of 
pleading.  Those  facts  may  possibly  be  competent  matters 
of  evidence,  but  if  so  they  could  be  proved  on  the  trial 
under  the  material  allegations  of  the  complaint.  Whether 
the  plaintiff  is  twenty-two  years  of  age  or  eighty,  married 
or  unmarried,  does  not  determine  the  right  of  action, 
although  such  facts  might  be  very  proper  matters  of  con- 
sideration on  the  question  of  damages.  On  this  questioni 
his  age  and  social  condition  may  be  of  some  importance. 

But  if  the  words  charged  are  not  actionable  per  se,  the 
complaint  alleges  special  damage  resulting  from  their  utter- 
ance  by  the  defendant. 

The  complaint  states  that  by  reason  of  the  speaking  ot 
the  wordS)  the  plaintiff  was  injured  in  his  good  name  and 
business,  and  excluded  from  the  society  of  his  friends  and 
neighbors,  to  his  damage  of  $2,000.  The  injury  to  his 
business  and  exclusion  from  society  are  damages  of  a  8pe> 
cial  character.  Perhaps  the  plaintiff  should  have  been 
more  specific ;  certainly  he  should  as  to  the  charge  in  regard 
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to  the  injur;  to  his  bosinesa ;  but  this  objection  cannot  bd 
raised  on  demurrer.  The  remedy  of  the  defendant  was  by 
motion^  under  section  160  of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 

Judgment  must  be  ordered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  de^ 
murrer,  with  costs;  but  with  liberty  to  the  defendant  to 
withdraw  the  demurrer  and  answer  the  complaint  within 
twenty  days  after  service  of  a  copy  of  the  order,  on  pay* 
ment  of  the  costs  of  the  demurrer^  to  be  adjusted  by  the 
derk  of  Saratoga  county. 


COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

Ths  Pbople  €x  rel.  Andrew  J.  Hacklet  agt.  John  Eellt, 
Sheriff,  &o. 

Th«  first  article,  §  6  of  the  Constitution,  which  sajs,  ''  no  person  shall  be  oompelled, 
in  any  orfaBinal  case,  to  be  a  witness  against  himself,"  does  not  proteet  a  witness, 
in  a  eriffiinal  pn«eoi|tion  against  another,  from  being  eompelled  to  giro  testimony 
which  disgraces  him  or  tends  to  conyiot  of  a  crime,  if  he  has  been  protected  hj 
statute  against  the  use  of  his  testimony  on  a  trial  against  himself. 

December  Term,  1861. 

The  relator  was  committed  to  prison  by  the  court  of 
general  sessions  of  the  peace  of  the  city  and  county  of 
New  York,  on  the  23d  of  April,  1861,  for  a  contempt  of 
court  in  refusing  to  answer,  before  the  grand  jury  then 
empanneled  in  that  court  in  a  matter  pending  before  them 
against  certain  aldermen  for  feloniously  receiving  a  gift  of 
money  to  influence  their  votes  in  an  official  capacity,  the 
following  questioD,  viz:  "What  did  you  do  with  the  pile 
of  bills  received  from  Thomas  Hope,  and  which  he  told 
you  amounted  to  over  $40,000  ? "  Hackley  alleged,  that 
when  the  interogatory  was  propounded,  that  any  answer 
which  he  could  give  to  that  question  would  disgrace  him^ 
and  would,  have  a  tendency  to  accuse  him  of  a  crioie. 
Vol.  XXIV.  24 
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He  demurred  to  the  qneBtioD,  referred  to  the  common 
law  rale  that  no  man  is  held  to  accase  himself,  and  to  the 
sixth  section  of  the  first  article  of  the  Constitntion.  The 
grand  jury  came  into  court  before  the  recorder,  where 
Hacldey  attended  and  made  complaint  of  his  contnmacj. 
The  court  decided  that  the  question  was  a  legal  and  proper 
one,  and  that  the  reasons  ofifered  by  Hackley  were  insuflt 
cient,  and  ordered  him  to  answer  it ;  he  still  contumaciously 
refusing,  the  court  adjudged  him  guilty  of  a  criminal  con- 
tempt, and  committed  him  to  prison  in  the  county  jail  for 
thirty  days.  Hackley  applied  on  habeas  carpus  to  be  dis- 
charged from  custody.  The  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court  decided  that  there  was  no  evidence  before  them  of  a 
want  of  jurisdiction  or  authority  to  pronounce  the  decision 
which  the  court  of  general  sessions  did  pronounce,  and 
there  was  no  irregularity  or  defect  on  the  face  of  the  com- 
mitment The  writ  of  habeas  carpus  must  be  discharged, 
and  the  prisoner  remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriC 
{See  21  Haw.  Pr.  it.,  54.) 
From  this  decision  the  relator  appealed  to  this  court. 

James  T.  Bradt  and  Amasa  J.  PAaKZR, /or  appellant. 
JoBii  BL  Antbov, /or  respondent. 

Denio,  Justice,  after  reviewing  the  question  and  de- 
ciding that  the  contempt  was  committed  in  the  presence  of 
the  court,  although  the  refusal  to  answer  was  before  the 
grand  jury,  said :  There  seems,  therefore,  to  be  nothing  to 
preclude  us  from  examining  the  main  question,  whether 
the  relator  could  lawfully  refuse  to  answer  the  interrogatory 
put  to  him.  The  bribery  act  of  1853  declares  the  giving 
to  or  receiving  money,  Ac,  by  any  of  divers  public  officers 
named,  including  any  member  of  the  common  council  of  a 
city,  with  a  view  to  influence  their  action  upon  any  matter 
which  may  come  officially  before  them,  an  offiduoe  punish* 
able  by  fine  and  imprisonment  in  a  state  prisoiu    Fcmt  the 
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purpose  of  enabling  the  public  to  avail  itself  of  the  testi- 
mony  of  a  participator  in  the  offence,  the  foarteenth  section 
provides  as  follows :  '*  Every  person  offending  against  either 
of  the  preceding  sections  of  this  article  shall  be  a  compe- 
tent witness  against  anj  other  person  so  offending,  and 
may  be  compelled  to  appear  and  give  evidence  before  any 
magistrate  or  grand  jury  or  in  any  court,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  other  persons ;  but  the  testimony  so  given  shall  not 
be  used  in  any  prosecution  or  proceeding,  civil  or  crimiual, 
against  the  person  so  testifying."  (CA.,  639.)  A  similar 
provision  is  found  in  an  act  to  amend  the  charter  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  passed  in  1857.  The  fifty-second  section 
relates  to  bribes  of  the  members  of  the  common  council' 
and  the  officers  of  the  corporation,  making  the  giving  and 
the  receiving  of  bribes  highly  criminal,  and  concluding  with 
an  enactment  substantially  similar  to  the  fourteenth  section 
of  the  act  of  1863.  The  design  was  to  enable  either  party 
concerned  in  the  commission  of  an  offence  against  the  act 
to  be  examined  as  a  witness  by  the  grand  jury  or  public 
officer  entrusted  with  the  prosecution.  The  question  to  be 
determined  is,  whether  these  provisions  are  consistent  with 
the  true  sense  of  the  constitutional  declaration,  .that  no 
person  shall  be  compelled,  in  any  criminal  case,  to  be  a 
witness  against  himself.     {Art.  1,  ^6.) 

The  primary  and  most  obvious  sense  of  the  mandate  is, 
that  a  person  prosecuted  for  a  crime  shall  not  be  compelled 
to  give  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution  against  him- 
self in  that  case.  It  is  argued  that  no  such  narrow  and  verbal 
construction  could  k^ve  been  in  the  view  of  the  authors  of 
the  article,  for  the  reason  that  no  such  atrocious  procedure, 
as  that  supposed,  has  been  tolerated  in  civilized  countries 
in  modern  times.  But  constitutional  provisions  are  not 
leveled  solely  at  the  evils  most  current  at  the  tijnes  in 
which  they  are  adopted ;  but  while  embracing  these,  they 
look  to  the  history  of  the  abuses  of  political  society  in  past 
times  and  in  other  countries,  and  endeavor  to  form  a  system 
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which  shall  protect  the  members  of  the  state  against  those 
acts  of  oppression  and  misgoverninent  which  unrestrained 
political  or  judicial  power  are  always  and  eyerjwhere  most 
apt  to  fall  into.  {See  the  observations  of  Chief  Justice 
Spencer  on  this  tubject,  reported  in  IS  Johns,,  202.)  The 
history  of  England  in  early  periods  ftimishes  abundant 
instances  of  unjustifiable  and  cruel  methods  of  extorting 
confessions ;  and  the  practice  at  this  day  in  the  criminal 
tribunals  of  the  most  polished  countries  in  continental 
Europe,  is  to  subject  an  accused  person  to  a  course  of 
interrogatories  which  would  be  quite  revolting  to  a  mind 
accustomed  only  to  the  more  humane  system  of  English  and 
American  criminal  law.  It  was  not,  therefore,  unreason- 
able to  guard  by  constitutional  sanctions  against  a  repeti- 
tion of  such  practices  in  this  state ;  and  it  is  not  at  all 
improbable  that  the  true  intention  of  the  provision  in  ques- 
tion corresponds  with  the  natural  construction  of  the  lan- 
guage. But  there  is  great  force  in  the  argument  that  con- 
stitutional provisions  devised  against  governmental  oppres- 
sions, and  especially  against  such  as  may  be  exercised  under 
pretence  of  judicial  power,  ought  to  be  construed  with  the 
utmost  liberality,  and  to  be  extended  so  as  to  accomplish 
the  full  object  which  the  author  apparently  had  in  view, 
so  far  as  it  can  be  done  consistently  with  any  fair  interpre- 
tation of  the  language  employed.  The  mandate,  that  an 
accused  person  should  not  be  compelled  to  give  evidence 
against  himself,  would  fail  to  secure  the  whole  object  in- 
tended, if  a  prosecutor  might  call  an  accomplice  or  confed- 
erate in  a  criminal  offence,  and  afterwards  use  the  evidence 
he  might  elicit  to  procure  a  conviction  on  the  trial  of  an 
indictment  against  him.  If  obliged  to  testify  on  the  trial 
of  the  co-offender  to  matters  which  would  show  his  own 
complicity,  it  might  be  said  upon  a  very  liberal  construc- 
tion of  the  language,  that  he  was  compelled  to  give  evidence 
against  himself,  that  is,  to  give  evidence  which  might  be 
used  in  a  criminal  case  against  himsel£    It  is  perfectly 
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well  settled,  that  when  there  is  no  legal  provisioa  to  pro* 
tect  the  witness  against  the  reading  of  the  testimony  on  his 
own  trial,  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  answer.  {The  People 
agt.  Mather  J  4  Wend.,  229,  and  cases  there  referred  to.)  This 
coorse  of  adjudication  does  not  result  from  any  judicial 
construction  of  the  constitution,  but  is  a  branch  of  the 
common  law  doctrine  which  excuses  a  person  from  giving 
testimony  which  will  tend  to  disgrace  him,  to  charge  him 
with  a  penalty  or  forfeiture,  or  to  convict  him  of  a  crime. 
It  is,, of  course,  competent  for  the  legislature  to  change  any 
doctrine  of  the  common  law;  but  I  think  they  could  not 
compel  a  witness  to  testify  on  the  trial  of  another  person 
to  facts  which  would  prove  himself  guilty  of  a  crime  with* 
out  indemnifying  him  against  the  consequences,  because  I 
think,  as  has  been  mentioned,  that  by  a  legal  constructioui 
the  constitution  would  be  found  to  forbid  it. 

But  it  is  proposed  by  the  appellant's  counsel  to  push  the 
construction  of  the  constitution  a  step  further.  A  person 
is  not  only  not  compellable  to  be  a  witness  against  himself 
in  his  own  cause,  or  to  testify  to  the  truth  in  a  prosecution 
against  another  person  when  the  evidence  given,  if  used 
as  his  admission,  might  tend  to  convict  himself  if  he  should 
be  afterwards  prosecuted ;  but  he  is  still  privileged  from 
answering,  though  he  is  secured  against  his  answers  being 
repeated  to  his  prejudice  on  another  trial  against  himself* 
It  is  no  doubt  true  that  a  precise  account  of  the  circum- 
stances of  a  given  crime  would  afford  a  prosecutor  some 
facilities  for  fastening  the  guilt  upon  the  actual  offender, 
though  he  were  permitted  to  prove  such  account  upon  the 
trial.  The  possession  of  the  circumstances  might  point  out 
to  him  sources  of  evidence  which  he  would  otherwise  be 
ignorant  of,  and  in  this  way  the  witness  might  be  preju- 
diced. But  neither  the  law  nor  the  constitution  is  so 
sedulous  to  screen  the  guilty  as  the  argument  supposes.  If 
a  man  cannot  give  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  another  per- 
son without  disclosing  circumstances  which  will  make  la$ 
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own  guilt  apparent,  or  at  least  capable  of  proof,  though  bis 
account  of  the  transactions  should  never  be  used  as  evi- 
dence, it  is  the  misfortune  of  his  condition  and  not  any 
want  of  humanity  in  the  law.  If  a  witness  objects  to  a 
question  on  the  ground  that  an  answer  would  criminate 
himself,  he  must  allege,  in  substance,  that  his  answer,  if 
repeated  as  his  admission  on  his  own  trial,  would  tend  to 
prove  him  guilty  of  a  criminal  offence.  If  the  case  is  so 
situated  that  a  repetition  of  it  on  a  prosecution  against 
him  is  impossible,  as  when  it  is  forbidden  by  a  positive 
statute,  I  have  seen  no  authority  which  holds  or  intimates 
that  the  witness  is  privileged.  It  is  not  within  any  rea- 
sonable construction  of  the  language  of  the  constitutional 
provision.  The  term  *'  criminal  case,"  used  in  the  clause, 
must  be  allowed  some  meaning,  and  none  can  be  conceived 
other  than  a  prosecution  for  a  criminal  offence.  But  it 
must  be  a  prosecution  against  him;  for  what  is  forbidden 
is,  that  he  should  be  compelled  to  be  a  witness  against  him- 
self. Now  if  he  be  prosecuted  criminally  touching  the 
matter  about  which  he  has  testified,  upon  the  trial  of 
another  person,  the  statute  makes  it  impossible  that  his 
testimony  given  on  that  occasion  should  be  used  by  the 
prosecution  on  the  trial.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  said,  that 
in  such  criminal  case  he  has  been  made  a  witness  against 
himself  by  force  of  any  compulsion  used  towards  him  to  pro- 
cure, in  the  other  case,  testimony  which  cannot  possibly  be 
used  in  the  criminal  case  against  himself.  I  conclude, 
therefore,  that  the  relator  was  not  protected  by  the  x^onsti- 
tution  from  answering  before  the  grand  jury. 

A  similar  question  has  been  before  the  former  court  of 
chancery  and  the  late  court  of  errors.  By  the  usury  act  of 
1837,  it  was  made  a  criminal  offence  to  take  usurious  inte- 
rest, and  by  a  provision  of  the  same  act,  a  plaintiff  in  an 
action  at  law",  brought  on  a  contract  alleged  to  be  usurious, 
might  be  examined  by  the  defendant  as  a  witness  to  prove 
Ihe  usury,  and  the  alleged  usurer  was  likewise  obliged  to 
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answer  a  bill  of  discovery  on  oath  ;  but  it  was  provided  that 
neither  the  testimony  so  given,  nor  the  sworn  answer  of  the 
defendant  in  chancery,  should  bo  used  against  the  party 
who  bad  so  testified  or  answered,  either  before  the  grand 
jury  or  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment.  (CA.,  430.)  In 
Ferine  agt.  Striker^  (7  Paige^  698,)  the  defendant  had  de- 
murred to  the  plaintiff's  bill,  which  was  filed  to  enjoin  pro- 
ceedings  at  law  on  a  note  alleged  to  be  usurious,  and  which 
required  a  discovery  of  the  usury  by  the  defendant's  oath. 
The  chancellor  considered  the  statutory  provision  that  the 
answer  should  not  be  used  against  the  party  before  the 
grand  jury,  or  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  him,  as 
an  answer  to  the  objection  taken,  on  the  ground  now  under 
consideration ;  but  the  case  was  decided  against  the  plain- 
tiff on  another  ground.  The  case  of  Henry  agt.  The  Bank 
of  Salina^  (5  i/t//,  323 ;  S.  C.  in  the  supreme  courts  1  td., 
656,)  approaches  very  near  to  a  judgment  of  the  court  of 
errors  upon  the  precise  point.  On  the  trial,  the  defendant 
had  offered  to  call  the  real  plaintiff  to  prove  the  usury  in 
an  action  at  law,  pursuant  to  the  act  of  1837,  though  the 
plaintiff  on  the  record  was  another  person,  who  had  no 
interest  in  the  demand.  The  main  question  was,  whether 
one  for  whose  benefit  the  action  was  brought,  but  who  was 
not  the  plaintiff  on  the  record,  was  within  the  scope  of  the 
statute.  The  supreme  court  held  he  was  not ;  and  hence, 
that  not  having  the  protection  of  the  statute,  he  could  not 
be  compelled  to  prove  himself  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor. 
The  judgment,  which  was  for  the  plaintiff,  was  reversed  in 
the  court  of  errors,  where  it  was  held  that  a  plaintiff  in 
interest  was  within  the  statute,  and  that  the  supreme  court 
had  committed  an  error  in  not  compelling  the  plaintiff  to 
be  sworn.  Such  a  decision  of  course  assumed  that  the 
statute  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  be  sworn  was  constitu- 
tional, on  the  ground  that  it  afforded  a  sufficient  protection 
to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  thus  compelled  to  be  a  witness. 
This  would  be  entirely  conclusive  upon  the  point  now  under 
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discussion,  but  for  the  fact  iSrst  mentioned  by  the  chancel- 
lor, that  the  case  did  not  disclose  whether  the  usury,  on 
account  of  which  the  defendant  sought  to  avoid  the  note, 
had  been  actually  taken,  or  only  secured  to  be  taken.  If 
the  latter  was  the  case,  he  held  that  the  usurer  would  not 
be  indictable,  as  the  section  of  the  statute  creating  the 
criminal  oflFence  applied  only  to  those  who  actually  received 
*the  usurious  premium.  No  protection  would  be  required 
iu  such  a  case ;  at  all  events  the  constitution  would  not 
stand  in  the  way.  But  the  learned  chancellor  added : 
"  In  the  case  now  under  consideration,  I  think  the  witness 
was  compelled  to  testify,  he  being  the  real  plaintiflF,  even 
if  he  had  received  a  portion  of  the  usurious  premium,  so  as 
to  subject  him  to  indictment  under  the  act  of  1837 ;  and 
provided  he  was  not  the  real  plaintiff,  but  a  mere  witness, 
he  was  bound  to  testify  if  he  had  made  a  usurious  contract 
merely,  without  having  actually  received  the  usurious  pre- 
mium-" None  of  the  other  members  of  the  court  spoke 
particularly  of  the  point  now  in  question ;  bu^  the  case,  if 
not  a  precise  authority,  shows  at  least  considerable  weight 
of  judicial  opinion  in  favor  of  the  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  in  the  present  case.  My  conclusion  is,  that  both,  the 
judgments  appealed  from  ought  to  be  affirmed.  All  the 
judges  concurring, 
Judgment  affirmed.* 

•  KoTX.— It  will  be  seen  that  the  eonrl  of  appeals  take  a  more  liberal  view  of  the 
eonititotional  proTision  in  qnettion  in  this  ease,  tlian  the  geneial  terra  of  the 
•apteme  oonrt.  The  latter  ooart  took  the  ground  that  this  oonstitntional  protection 
did  not  apply  to  a  witneeg  nnleas  the  proteention  was  against  himself.  In  other 
words  it  did  not  apply  to  a  wUns9$y  bnt  merely  to  a  party  d^endani.  The  oomt 
of  appeals,  howorer,  say :  ''If  (the  witness  is)  obliged  to  testify  on  the  trial  of  the 
oo-offender  to  matters  whieh  would  show  his  own  oomplioifcy,  it  might  be  said» 
upon  a  yery  liberal  oonstruotion  of  the  language  (of  the  Constitution),  that  he  was 
eompelled  to  giro  OTidenee  against  himself^  that  i8>  to  pre  eridenoe  whieh  might 
be  used  in  a  oriminal  ease  against  himself." 

Again,  the  court  say :  '<  The  common  law  doctrine  excuses  a  person  from  giving 
testimony  which  will  tend  to  disgrace  him ;  to  charge  him  with  a  penalty  or  forfei- 
ture, or  to  convict  him  of  a  orime.  It  Is^  of  course,  oompetent  for  the  legislature 
to  change  %nj  doctrine  of  the  common  law  (  bat  I  think  they  eoiM  noi  comfl  a 
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Where  the  aetlon  was  vpon  promissory  notes  Mslgned  to  the  plaliitiff)  and  fct 
goods  soldy  held,  that  the  pluntiff  might  properij  allege  in  hii  oomplaint  tha^ 
on  his  « information  and  belief,"  the  notee  were  exeented  by  the  defendant, 
and  on  hid  < 'information  and  belief,"  the  gooda  were  sold  to  the  defendant. 

Albany  Special  Ttrm^  December,  1862. 
The  complaiDt  set  forth  three  separate  causes  of  action : 
Ist.  A  note  payable  to  E.  L.  B.,  or  bearer,  made  by  de- 
fendant and  assigned  to  Plaintiff. 

witness  to  testify  on  the  trial  of  another  person  to  facts  vhieh  would  prove  Aim- 
selfguiltff  of  a  crime,  without  indemnifying  him  against  the  consequences,  b«- 
cause,  1  think,  as  has  been  mentioned,  that  by  a  legal  construction,  the  coMti- 
tution  would  be  found  to  forbid  it  J* 

Whj  weald  the  oonttitatien  forbid  it  f  Btidently  beeanse  the  oonBtlttitiODal  pt»- 
Yialon  ifl  deelaratorj  of  the  rale  of  the  eommon  law  in  eriminal  eaaea.  Thereforej 
the  court  hold,  that  any  statute  which  would  yiolate  this  rale,  without  indemnifying 
the  witness  against  the  consequences,  would  be  unconstitutional.  The  Piolutian 
of  this  constitutional  rule  by  the  legislature,  then,  is  made  to  depend  upon  a  con^- 
dition.  If  the  condition  is  inserted  at  the  time  the  statute  is  passed,  which  would 
otherwise  violate  the  constitution,  it  is  held  to  be  no  violation.  Now,  is  there  any 
provision  io  the  constitution  that  its  mandate  for  the  protection  of  a  witness  shall 
not  apply,  if  this  or  any  other  eondition  is  inserted  in  a  statute  eompeUin|K  the  witnels 
to  testify  against  himself  in  a  criminal  case?  Not  any.  Every  witness,  in  a  crimi- 
nal case,  by  the  eommon  law.  Is  excused  from  giving  testimony  which  will  tend  to 
disgrace  him,  to  charge  Itim  with  a  penalty  or  forfeituM,  or  to  eonviet  him  of  a 
erime;  and  by  the  decision  ef  this  court,  this  eommon  law  principle  cannot  be 
changed  absolutely  by  the  legislature  without  violating  the  same  principle  in  the 
constitution.  Now,  in  the  passage  of  these  bribery  and  other  similar  acts  ef 
the  legislature,  is  not  the  common  law  rale  as  to  wttnesses  as  completely  changed 
as  though  no  indemnity  to  them  for  the  consequences  was  inserted  in  the  aets? 
The  violation  of  the  constitution  consists  in  compelling  a  witness  to  give  his 
testimony ;  the  indemnity  may  not  be  sufficient  to  protect  him  from  the  conse- 
quenocsof  such  violation.  Take  the  question  of  disgrace,  for  instance:  how  is 
an  exoneration  from  a  criminal  trial  to  restore  the  witness  to  the  standing  and 
favor  he  was  in,  before  being  compelled  to  testify?  The  simple  question  appears  to 
be,  has  the  le^slature  power  to  deliberately  change  the  common  law  and  violate  the 
constitution  as  to  the  privilege  of  witnesses  in  criminal  cases,  by  attempting  to 
protect  them  from  sueh  violation  ?  If  they  can  do  so  in  one  case,  why  can  they 
not  violate  any  constitutional  provision,  where  personal  righte  are  involved,  by 
asmmlqg  to  protoot  the  snl^eet  from  such  violation?  Kbp. 
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2d.  A  note  payable  to  J.  W.  H.,  or  bearer,  made  by  de- 
fendant and  assigned  to  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  stated,  on  his  information  and  bdief,  that 
the  defendant  executed  these  notes,  Ac. 

The  3d  count  was  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendant,  upon  the  information  and  belief  of 
plaintiff,  on  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  b&lance. 

The  defendant  moved  to  strike  out  the  words,  "  informa- 
tion and  belief/'  wherever  they  occurred ;  also  to  make  the 
complaint  more  certain  by  stating  the  time  when  the  notes 
were  assigned,  and  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  goods,  and 
the  kind  of  goods,  with  costs  of  motion. 

G.  Y.  R.  LuDiNOTON,  for  the  motion* 
A.  0.  NiVEN,  opposed. 

HooEBooM,  Justice.  The  plaintiff  has  very  properly 
stated  the  making  of  the  two  notes  on  his  '^information 
and  belief."  They  being  payable  to  other  persons  and 
assigned  to  him,  he  could  properly  only  state  the  making 
of  them  on  his  '*  information  and  belief." 

There  is  no  objection  to  stating  the  sale  of  the  goods  on 
'^  information  and  belief,"  as  they  may  have  been  sold 
by  his  clerk  or  agent,  and  not  by  himself  personally;  and 
as  to  the  time  of  sale  and  the  specific  articles  sold,  it  was 
not  necessary  to  make  a  motion  for  that  purpose,  as  an 
application  for  the  particulars  of  plaintiff's  demand  would 
have  attained  the  object. 

Motion  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Petkr  O'Haba,  respondent  agt.  STsraur  B.  Beofht, 

appellant. 

The  allowanoe  or  refnnl  of  eaatB  in  aotions  for  the  Hrict  for$elo9ure  qf  wiortgag$9f 
if  in  the  dUeretion  of  the  eourt. 

Where  the  noiiee  preieribed  by  §  Ml  of  the  Code  hM  not  bem  eenred,  it  doei  not 
depriTe  the  eonrt  of  the  power  in  equity  eaeee  to  award  co9t$  for  nnreMonably 
defending,  ngainat  defendanti  npon  whom  a  eopy  of  the  complaint  hM  been 
lerred. 

It  ii  not  aeeeMMj  to  the  eammaneaw^ani  of  M17  motion  thmt »  eopy  of  the  eomplaimi 
be  lenred  upon  the  defendant;  he  is  bronght  into  eonrt  by  the  9ummoM  aiOM. 

Where  the  jury,  on  oonllioting  oTidenee  in  a  Jni tioe*8  eonrt,  found  that  the  defend- 
ant (an  attorney  at  law,)  pnt  in  an  answer  for  the  plaintiff  in  an  notion  for  striofe 
fereelosure,  wUho^t  autkoritf  from  the  plaintiiT, 

ffeldy  that  there  being  evidenoe  to  sustain  the  finding  of  the  Jury,  and  the  eridenee 
against  it  not  so  preponderant  as  to  ereate  the  oonvietion  that  it  must  hare  pre- 
eeeded  fh>m  passion,  pr^adiee,  oormption  or  palpable  mistake,  the  Tordiot  mast 
be  sustained. 

Brooklyn  General  Term,  February,  1863. 

Iv  Maj,  1 860,  an  action  for  a  strict  foreclosure  was  bronght 
by  James  Wood,  in  which  action  the  plaintiff  was  joined 
as  defendant.  The  plaintiff  and  his  then  co-partner,  Peter 
McLanghlin,  held  a  mortgage  subsequent  to  the  one  in  suit 
and  upon  the  same  premises.  They  were  therefore  made 
parties  defendants,  with  the  usual  allegations  that  no  per- 
sonal claim  is  made  against  these  defendants. 

When  the  process  was  served  upon  Mr.  O'Hara  he  took 
it  to  D.  P.  Barnard,  Esq.,  of  Brooklyn,  for  advice,  and  was 
then  and  there  advised  that  no  defiance  could  be  successfully 
interposed  by  him. 

He  then  took  the  papers  and  met  Mr.  Brophy,  to  whom 
he  handed  them  with  instructions  to  see  the  plaintiff's 
attorneys  and  ascertain  if  they  would  pay  him  anything 
upon  the  mortgage,  agreeing  to  give  Brophy  one-third  of 
all  that  was  made  by  the  settlement,  at  the  same  time 
informing  him  that  he  would  not  defend,  or  would  have 
**  no  law." 
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Brophy  called  on  plaintiff's  attorneys,  and  being  unable 
to  effect  a  settlement,  he  prepared  and  served  npon  the 
plaintiff's  attorneys  an  answer  in  behalf  of  Peter  McLanghlin 
and  Peter  O'Hara,  which  purported  to  have  been  sworn  to 
by  Mr.  O'Hara. 

The  verilBcation  to  the  answer  purported  to  have  been 
made  before  B.  J.  Todd,  a  commissioner  of  deeds  in 
Brooklyn. 

Mr.  O'Hara  swears  positively  that  he  never  swore  to  a 
paper  in  the  case;  that  he  never  took  an  affidavit  or  swore 
to  one  of  any  kind  before  R.  J.  Todd ;  that  he  not  only 
never  authorized  defendant  to  put  in  an  answer  in  the  case, 
but  repeatedly  forbade  him  doing  so.  Brophy  did  not 
produce  the  original  answer  upon  the  trial,  although  notified 
to  do  so. 

The  plaintiff's  attorneys  saw  Mr.  Brophy  and  informed 
him  that  unless  he  withdrew  the  answer  they  would  apply, 
when  the  case  should  be  reached  and  tried,  for  a  judgment 
against  the  defendants,  McLaughlin  and  O'Hara,  for  costs 
for  unreasonably  defending  the  foreclosure  suit.  Brophy 
firmly  refused  to  withdraw  his  answer  unless  plaintiff  would 
pay  him  a  fee  for  so  doing,  which  plaintiff  declined  to  do. 

The  cause  was  placed  upon  the  special  term  calendar  in 
New  York  city,  and  remained  there  until  June  term,  1861, 
when  it  was  called  in  its  order  and  tried. 

Brophy  did  not  appear,  nor  did  any  one  appear  in  behalf 
of  McLaughlin  or  O'Hara. 

Judgment  was  then  taken  for  a  strict  foreclosure,  and 
that  the  defendants,  McLaughlin  and  O'Hara,  pay  costs 
for  unreasonably  defending  tht)  case. 

Brophy  did  not  inform  O'Hara  of  the  fact  that  the  suit 
was  on  the  calendar,  nor  that  a  defence  was  put  in. 

Nor  did  Mr.  O'Hara  know  anything  of  it  until  an  execu- 
tion was  presented  to  him  by  the  sheriff  of  Kings  county. 
Mr.  O'Hara  paid  the  amount  of  judgment  (|166.a3)  and  $9 
sheriff's  fees. 
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This  action  was  brought  in  a  justice's  court  by  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  the  amount  paid  in  said  suit,  caused 
by  disobedience  of  the  defendant. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  said 
amount  ($176.38). 

The  above  facts,  substantially,  appeared  upon  the  trial. 

An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  county  court  and  the  judg- 
ment affirmed. 

S.  B.  BaopHY,  defendant  in  person. 

1.  Plaintiff  brought  this  action  against  defendant  "  for 
unreasonably  defendiDg  an  action  wherein  he  appeared 
without  authority,  and  unskillfully  conducted  the  defence/' 
He  failed  to  prove  either  of  these  averments. 

The  Wood  suit,  being  the  action  referred  to,  was  for  a 
strict  foreclosure  of  several  mortgages.  No  relief  was 
asked,  personally,  against  the  defendants. 

No  notice  of  object  of  action  was  served  with  the  copy 
complaint  in  the  foreclosure  suit,  under  section  131  of  the 
Code. 

2.  There  being  no  impeachment  of  defendant's  witnesses, 
he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  uncontradicted  testimony. 
(Jfewtan  agt.  Pope,  1  Cow.,  109;  3  E.  D.  Smith,  121.) 

3.  O'Hara  had  a  legal  right  to  put  in  the  answer  and 
defend  that  action  without  any  liability  for  costs. 

From  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  Brophy  had  a  right 
to  put  in  an  answer. 

4.  The  answer  was  shown  to  be  in  plaintiff's  possession, 
yet  he  refused  to  account  for  it  on  the  trial. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  action,  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  the  answer  was  sworn  to  by  the  plaintiff  or  not ; 
if  it  was  put  in  with  his  consent,  that  concludes  him. 

The  plaintiff  having  retained  the  defendant  and  served 
an  answer,  and  then  having  stayed  his  proceedings,  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  any  remedy  against  the  defendant.    It 
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wotild  be  otherwise  if  defendant  was  not  stayed  and  had 
neglected  to  defend  the  action. 

5.  The  justice  erred  in  refusing  to  charge  the  jury  as 
requested. 

The  verdict  is  against  law  and  fact  on  the  evidence* 
Judgment  should  be  for  defendant     {Code,  §  366.) 

"  Wherever  the  finding  of  a  jury  or  referee  is  clearly 
against  the  body  of  evidence,  although  there  be  some  evi- 
dence to  support  it,  a  new  trial  will  be  granted.  (6  Barb.f 
141 ;  Thompson  agt.  Manck,  22  How.  P.  JR.  431 ;  Dobion 
agt.  Arnold,  10  Hwjo.  P.  JR.,  628 ;  Tracy  agt.  Hartman,  1 
mt.  350.) 

The  plaintiff  did  not  prove  any  cause  of  action. 

BL  C.  Place, /or  plaintiff. 

1.  This  court  will  only  review  the  questions  raised  by 
the  grounds  in  the  notice  of  appeal  from  the  justice's  court 
to  the  county  court.  (2  Sand.  S.  C.  it.,  632;  15  Howard, 
32;  le  Howard,  18;  16  Howard,  ill]  14  Howard,  501]  6 
Abbott,  183.) 

2.  While  the  court  will  throw  around  its  officers  a  shield 
of  protection  in  the  discharge  of  those  honest  and  legiti- 
mate acts  which  are  peculiarly  the  duties  of  an  attorney, 
it  will  at  the  same  time  guard  the  community  with  a  like 
protection  against  the  improvident,  negligent,  or  dishonest 
acts  of  attorneys. 

The  evidence  was  conflicting,  and  the  jury  having  passed 
upon  it,  this  court  will  not  review  their  findings  upon 
questions  of  facts.  (15  Wendell,  490;  21  Wendell,  305; 
3  HUl,  75;  18  Barbour,  347;  22  Barbour,  134;  1  E.  D. 
Smith,  318.) 

3.  There  was  only  one  exception  taken  upon  the  trial 
which  is  open  to  review,  and  that  is  the  exception  to  the 
judge's  refusal  to  charge  the  jury  as  requested.  It  is  now 
well  settled  by  authorities  in  this  state  that  the  justice  is 
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not  boand  to  charge  the  jary  at  all,  and  if  he  does  charge, 
is  only  bound  to  charge  correctly  so  far  as  he  goes. 

At  all  events,  the  county  judge  has  well  said,  that  there 
is  no  error  in  the  justice's  refusal  to  charge  in  this  case. 
(12  j9&&.,  44.) 

By  the  court,  Scrugham,  Justice.  Actions  for  the  strict 
foreclosure  of  mortgages  are  not  among  those  mentioned  in 
section  304  of  the  Code,  in  which  costs  are  allowed  of 
course,  but  their  allowance  or  refusal  in  such  actions  is  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court.     {Code,  §  306.) 

The  provision  that  a  defendant  upon  whom  the  notice 
prescribed  by  section  131  is  served,  shall  pay  costs  if  he 
unreasonably  defend  the  action,  does  not  deprive  the  court 
of  the  power  in  equity  cases  to  award  costs  for  unreason- 
ably defending  against  defendants  upon  whom  a  copy  of 
the  complaint,  but  no  such  notice,  has  been  served. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  the  commencement  of  any  action 
that  a  copy  of  the  complaint  be  served  upon  the  defendant ; 
he  is  brought  into  court  by  the  summons  alone.  In  equity 
cases  this  gives  him  no  information  of  the  cause  of  action 
or  of  the  nature  of  the  relief  sought  against  him ;  a  copy 
of  the  complaint  would  afford  it,  but  as  the  complaint  may 
be,  and  in  such  cases  generally  is,  voluminous,  the  notice 
is  provided  as  a  short  substitute  calculated  to  convey  to 
the  defendant  all  the  information  necessary  to  acquaint  him 
with  the  nature  and  object  of  the  action,  and  of  the  extent 
to  which  his  rights  will  be  affected  by  it,  and  upon  which 
a  defendant,  against  whom  no  personal  claim  is  made,  may 
safely  determine  whether  it  will  be  necessary  for  him  to 
take^any  proceedings  in  the  action. 

The  complaint  furnishes  this  information  more  fully  than 
the  notice,  which  is  nothing  more  than  an  abstract  of  it, 
and  it  is  not  necessary  to  serve  the  notice  in  case  a  copy  of 
the  complaint  is  served  with  the  summons ;  for  it  would  cer- 
tainly be  as  improper  for  a  defendant  in  that  case  unrea- 
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souably  to  defend  the  action  as  it  would  be  if,  instead  of  a 
copy  of  the  complaint,  a  notice  of  the  object  of  the  action 
had  been  served  upon  him,  and  the  court,  exercising  its 
discretion  in  the  awarding  of  costs,  would  doubtless  award 
them  against  him  in  the  one  case  as  freely  as  in  the  other. 

The  justice  therefore  was  right  in  refusing  to  charge  that 
O'Hara  and  McLaughlin,  as  defendants  in  the  action  for 
strict  foreclosuse,  had  a  right  to  defend  it  without  any  per- 
sonal liability  to  cojsts. 

No  costs  would  have  been  awarded  against  the  present 
plaintiff  in  the  foreclosure  suit  if  the  answer  had  not  been 
interposed,  and  the  jury  have  found  that  the  answer  was 
put  in  by  the  defendant  as  attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  with- 
out authority  from  him. 

Upon  this  question  there  was  conflicting  evidence ;  and 
in  passing  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury  in  a  justice's  court, 
the  question  with  us  is  not  whether  the  evidence  would 
lead  us  to  the  same  conclusion,  but  only  whether  there  is 
aby  evidence  to  sustain  the  finding  of  the  jury,  and  if  so, 
whether  the  evidence  against  it  is  so  preponderant  as  to 
create  the  conviction  that  it  must  have  proceeded  from  pas* 
sion,  prejudice,  corruption  or  palpable  mistake. 

As  there  is  no  such  extreme  preponderance  in  this  case, 
the  verdict  must  be  sustained,  and  the  judgment  of  the  coun- 
ty court  affirming  the  justice's  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


SRRATA. 

The  OMO  of  Sroum  agt.  WeJw,  ante,  p.  806,  trai  decided  at  Broome  Genenl 
Term,  January,  1861— -Balcom,  Gampbbll  and  Pakkbb,  Juiioee.  ^ 

In  JurgtttM  agt.  Alexander,  ante,  p.  269,  in  the  case  and  head  note,  for  the 
words  *'  eraied  or  liberated,  read  «  erased  or  oblUerated,** 

In  Xlen  agt.  Oihney,  ante,  p.  82,  for  the  words  «  Th4  J)uehe9$  qf  MagaHn4,** 
nad  «  The  Duchese  of  Mazarine.'^ 
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Peter  G.  Fox,  executor,  &c.  of  Archibald  Fox,  deceased 
agt.  Lawrence  M.  Fox. 

WhtTfo  an  application  for  an  extra  aUowance  of  co8t8  under  §  309  of  the  Codei  haf 
been  made  after  trial,  and  denied,  on  the  ground  that  it  waa  not  a  difficult  an^ 
extraordinary  eaie ;  and  after  a  second  trial  a  like  application  is  made,  the  first 
order  denying  the  application  is  no  har  to  the  eeooad  application,  -where  the 
facte  and  cironmstanoes'on  the  second  trial  are  materially  different  from  those 
on  the  first  trial. 

Where  a  case  has  been  litigated  on  the  trial  on  both  sides,  with  nnnsnal  pertinaoitj, 
by  distingnished  ooonsel,  and  occupying  an  unusually  long  period,  without  ap* 
pearing  to  have  been  unnecessarily  protracted — the  examination  of  a  large  num- 
ber of  witnesses,  and  difficult  questions  of  law  and  eyidence,  raised  and  discussed, 
and  the  reoorery  of  a  large  amount  in  favor  (^  the  d^endant,  it  oomes  within 
the  plain  meaning  and  intent  of  §  309  of  the  Code,  in  being  both  difficult  and 
extraordinary,  and  an  extra  allowance  will  be  granted. 

Saratoga  Special  Term,  Julj/y  1862. 

Motion  by  defendant  for  an  extra  allowance  of  costs, 
under  section  309  of  the  Code.  The  facts  sufficiently  appear 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Henrt  C.  Adams, /or  the  motion. 
Philo  Gridley,  opposed. 

BocKEs,  Justice.  Motion  by  the  defendant  for  an  extra 
allowance  of  costs  under  section  309,  Code. 

The  case  has  been  twice  tried.  On  the  first  trial  the 
defendant  recovered,  on  the  report  of  a  referee,  $2,123.71 
damages,  besides  costs. 

On  appeal,  the  judgment  was  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
ordered.  The  case  was  again  tried  before  another  referee, 
who  has  reported  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  against 
the  plaintiff,  as  executor,  for  $1,862.24.  It  is  not  denied 
that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  ordinary  taxable  costs 
against  the  plaintiff  as  executor,  as  a  matter  of  course,  with- 
out motion  or  application  to  the  court.  (22  How.  Pr.  11., 
453;  14  How.  Pr.  R.,  481 ;  4  Sandf.,  719.)  Nor  is  it  de- 
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nied  that  a  further  or  extra  allowance  for  costs  may  be 
made  by  the  court,  in  its  discretion,  in  a  case  prosecuted 
by  an  executor  or  administrator,  too,  in  which  the  defend- 
ant recovers. 

But  it  is  urged :  first,  that  a  similar  motion  in  this  case 
was  denied,  (22  How.  Pr.  J{.,  453;)  and  secondly,  that  the 
case  is  not  "  difficult  and  extraordinary,"  within  the  provi- 
sion of  section  309. 

After  the  first  report  in  this  action  was  delivered,  an 
application  was  made  to  the  court  for  an  extra  allowance ; 
the  motion  was  denied.  The  facts  on  which  it  was  based, 
and  its  ultimate  decision,  will  be  found  in  the  case  cited, 
(22  How.,  453.)  That  decision  would  be  conclusive  of  this 
motion,  were  this  grounded  on  the  same  facts.  But  this 
motion  is  materially  different  from  the  former,  as  regards 
the  facts  on  which  the  application  is  founded,  in  many  im- 
portant particulars.  Since  the  former  motion  was  made, 
the  pleadings  have  been  amended  and  new  issues  formed. 
Numerous  motions  and  various  proceedings  have  been  made 
and  taken,  for  which  there  is  no  adequate  compensation 
prescribed  by  the  fee  bill.  A  second  protracted  trial  has 
been  had,  and,  as  the  papers  show,  an  immense  amount  of 
labor  has  been  performed,  in  the  conduct  of  the  cause,  since 
the  new  trial  was  ordered.  Indeed,  in  no  aspect  of  the 
case  can  it  be  fairly  or  justly  said,  thftt  this  motion  stands 
on  the  same  footing  as  did  the  former  one.  Such  former 
motion  cannot,  therefore,  be  interposed  as  a  bar  to  this 
application. 

Secondly.  Is  the  ease,  as  presented  by  the  papers  on  this 
motion,  "  difficult  and  extraordinary,"  within  the  provision 
of  section  309  ? 

As  a  general  rule  the  courts  have  inclined  to  a  very  liberal 
construction  of  these  terms ;  in  many  instances  a  construc- 
tion quite  too  liberal  to  accord  with  the  plain  purpose  and 
intent  of  the  statute.  All  the  cases,  I  believe,  assume  to 
proceed  on  the  ground  that  it  was  the  intent  of  the  legis- 
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lature  to  confer  upon  the  court  the  power  to  give  an  addi- 
tional sum  as  costs  in  difficult  and  extraordinary  cases, 
when  a  trial  has  been  had,  as  a  compensation  or  indemnity 
for  the  performance  of  unusual  duties  and  services  in  the 
conduct  of  the  cause. 

So  it  has  been  held  that  the  term  "difficult  and  extraor- 
dinary" should  be  deemed  to  apply  to  the  nature  of  the 
action,  and  the  mode  of  prosecution  and  defence,  with  a 
view  of  aflFording  to  the  prevailing  party  compensation  for 
extraordinary  labor  and  unusual  expense.  In  this  view, 
'the  case  before  me  is  obviously  both  difficult  and  extra- 
ordinary. 

Pew  cases  have  ever  fallen  under  my  observation  in 
which  so  great  an  amount  of  labor  has  been  performed  as 
in  this.  The  case  has  been  litigated  on  both  sides,  with 
unusual  pertinacity.  Distinguished  counsel  were  employed, 
who  labored  assiduously,  and,  as  I  must  infer,  from  their 
high  professional  character,  with  no  purpose  to  complicate 
or  enhance  in  importance  a  simple  and  ordinary  case. 

The  last  trial  occupied  an  unusually  long  period  of  time, 
nor  is  it  suggested  that  it  was  unnecessarily  protracted. 
Many  witnesses  were  examined,  and  difficult  questions  of 
law  and  evidence  were  raised  and  discussed.  The  recovery 
is  for  a  larger  amount  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 

If  this  case  does  not  come  within  the  plain  meaning  and 
intent  of  section  309,  in  being  both  difficult  and  extraordi- 
nary, it  is  impossible,  I  apprehend,  to  conceive  of  any  that 
will. 

The  motion  must  be  granted.  An  order  allowing  the 
sum  of  $75,  for  extra  costs,  may  be  entered. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

James  Shspbebd,  plaiptiff  in  error  agfe.  Th£  People,  defend- 
ants in  error. 

A  tow  which  makes  an  act  punUhable  in  a  manner  in  vjhich  it  was  not  punishahU 
v>h€n  eommitted,  or  which  incretues  the  punishment  wthiohieh  the  act  va$ 
punishable  when  committed,  ia  ex  post  facto  and  void. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  oonyioted  of  arson  in  thejirst  degree,  committed  in  1S57> 
which,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  was  punishable  with  death,  and  was  sentenced 
under  the  act  of  1860,  which  substituted  imprisonment  for  life  for  the  punish- 
ment of  death,  to  imprisonment  in  the  state  prison  for  life. 

Held,  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1860,  changing  the  punishment  of  arson  in 
the  first  degree,  were  intended  to  apply  only  to  offences  thereafter  committed  ; 
but  if  it  should  be  held  otherwise,  then  that  those  provisions  are  ex  post  facto 
and  void,  so  far  as  they  wero  intended  to  apply  to  a  crime  of  arson  in  the  fixst 
degroe,  committed  before  the  passage  qfthe  act.  In  either  view  of  the  act  and 
upon  either  holding,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  reversed. 

"When  a  judgment  against  a  prisoner  is  nversed  upon  the  ground  alone  that  a 
wrong  Judgment  was  given,  up<m  a  lawful  and  regular  trial  and  conviotioD,  he 
cannot  constitutionally  be  tried  again:  he  must  be  discharged. 

(This  law  wouldseem  tofuUy  meet  and  settle  Mrs.  Bartung^s  case;  for  aUkough 
there  was  no  bill  qf  exceptions  in  this  case,  and  there  was  one  in  her  case,  yet  thi 
judgnients  in  both  eases  were  reversed  on  the  ground  alone  that  there  was  a 
wrong  Judgment  given.  It  is  diJUult  to  see  how  the  court  can  look  into  a  bill 
qf  exceptions  when  there  is  a  wrong  Judgment  brought  up  by  the  record,  and 
the  error  being  created  by  a  statutory  Joio.— BxPp) 

September  Term,  1862. 

Sutherland,  J.  When  the  crime  of  which  the  prisoner 
was  convicted  was  committed,  it  was  punishable  with  death. 
The  prisoner  was  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  state 
prison,  at  Sing  Sing,  for  life.  The  prisoner  must  have  been 
sentenced  on  the  theory  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
April  14,  1860,  substituting  imprisonment  for  life,  for 
death,  as  the  punishment  of  arson  in  the  first  degree,  were 
intended  to  apply  not  only  to  an  ofience  committed  after 
that  act  took  effect,  but  also  to  the  offence  of  which  the 
prisoner  had  been  convicted,  committed  in  1857,  before  the 
passage  of  the  act. 

Th^  first  section  of  the  act  of  1860  declared,  that  no 


NETT  YORK  PRAOTIOB  REPORTS.  389 

Shepherd  agt.  The  People. 

crime  thereafter  committed,  except  treason  and  murder  in 
the  first  degree,  shall  be  punished  with  death  in  this  state. 
The  second  section  makes  two  degrees  of  the  crime  of  mur- 
der, defining  them.  The  sixth  section  declares  that  every 
person  convicted  of  murder  in  the  second  degree,  shall  be 
sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  one  of  the  state  prisons  for 
life.  By  the  seventh  section  it  is  declared  that  section 
one,  of  title  one,  of  chapter  one,  of  part  four  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  shall  be  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows : 

"  Section  1.  Every  person  who  shall  hereafter  be  con- 
victed, first,  of  treason  against  the  people  of  this  state  ;  or 
second,  of  murder.;  or  third,  of  arson  in  the  first  degree,  as 
those  crimes  are  respectively  declared  in  this  title,  shall  be 
punished  as  herein  provided." 

The  first  section  of  title  one,  of  chapter  one,  of  part 
four,  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  thus  amended,  originally 
read  thus  : 

"  Section  1.  Every  person  who  shall  hereafter  be  con- 
victed, first,  of  treason  against  the  people  of  this  state ;  or 
second,  of  murder ;  or  third,  of  arson  in  the  first  degree,  ad 
those  crimes  are  respectively  declared  in  this  title,  shall 
suffer  death  for  the  same." 

By  the  9th  section  of  the  act  of  1860,  it  is  declared  that 
the  provisions  of  the  act  "  for  the  punishment  of  murder 
in  the  first  degree,  shall  apply  to  the  crime  of  treason ;  and 
the  punishment  of  murder  in  the  second  degree,  as  herein 
provided,  shall  apply  to  all  crimes  now  punishable  with 
death,  except  as  herein  provided."  The  10th  section  is  : 
"All  persons  now  under  sentence  of  death  in  this  state,  or 
convicted  of  murder  and  awaiting  sentence,  shall  be  pun- 
ished as  if  convicted  of  murder  in  the  first  degree  under 
this  act."  The  eleventh  and  last  section  of  the  act  repeals 
section  25,  and  eleven  other  sections  of  the  title  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  before  referred  to — section  25  being  the 
section  which  prescribed  the  manner  of  executing  capital 
punishment  by  hanging.    The  other  repealed  sections  con- 
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tained  certain  regulations  in  respect  to  the  execution  of 
capital  punishment  in  certain  cases,  or  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances. 

It  is  perfectly  plain  that  the  legislature,  by  the  act  of 
1860,  intended  to  punish  crimes  of  arson  in  the  first  degree 
thereafter  committed,  with  imprisonment  in  a  state  prison 
for  life ;  for  section  6  of  the  act  provides  that  punishment 
for  murder  in  the  second  degree ;  and  section  9  declares 
that  the  punishment  of  murder  in  the  second  degree  *'  as  here- 
in provided,  shall  apply  to  all  crimes  now  punishable  with 
death,  except,"  &c. ;  and  arson  in  the  first  degree  was  then 
by  the  Revised  Statutes  punishable,  with  death. 

The  prisoner  was  sentenced  under  the  act  of  1860,  and 
upon  a  construction  of  that  act  that  the  provisions  of  the 
act  changing  the  punishment  for  arson  in  the  first  degree 
from  death  to  imprisonment  for  life,  were  intended  to  apply 
to  a  crime  of  arson  in  the  first  degree,  committed  before 
the  passage  of  the  act,  and  when  the  provision  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  punishing  the  crime  with  death  was  in  full 
force.  I  doubt  whether  such  is  the  true  and  reasonable 
construction  of  the  act.  What  particularly  distinguishes 
the  question  in  this  case  from  that  in  the  case  of  Hartung 
agt.  The  People,  (22  JV.  Y.  jR.,  95,)  is,  that  by  the  10th  sec- 
tion of  the  act,  it  is  expressly  declared,  that  all  persons 
then  under  sentence  of  death,  or  convicted  of  murder  and 
awaiting  sentence,  should  be  punished  as  if  convicted  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree  under  the  act.  This  section  ap- 
plied to  Mrs.  Hartung's  case.  She  was  under  sentence  of 
death  for  murder  when  the  act  of  1860  was  passed.  The 
question  was  whether  she  could  be  punished  under  the 
act;  and  it  was  held  that  she  could  not ;  that  so  far  as  the 
act  attempted  to  subject  to  the  new  punisjiment  of  death 
and  previous  imprisonment  at  hard  labor,  persons  who  had 
been  convicted  of  murder,  it  was  ex  post  facto  and  void. 
The  act  does  not  expressly  declare  that  the  provisions  of 
the  aet  changing  the  punishment  of  arson  in  the  first  degree 
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should  apply  to  offences  committed  before  the  passage  of 
the  act.  In  the  absence  of  express  words  showing  an 
intention  that  these  provisions  should  be  retroactive,  it  is 
not  to  be  presumed  that  they  were  intended  to  be  so.  (2 
Dwarris  <m  Statutes,  540 ;  Tillman  agt.  Lansing,  4  John., 
45 ;  Dask  agt.  Van  Bleek,  7  John,,  477 ;  Johnson  agt.  Bur- 
rell,  2  Hill,  238;  Lawrence  agt.  Miller,  2  Comst.,  245.) 
Certainly,  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  the  legislature 
intended  to  pass  an  unconstitutional  ex  post  facto  law,  and 
if  the  provisions  of  the  act  changing  the  punishment  of 
arson  in  the  first  degree  should  be  construed  to  apply  to 
offences  committed  before  the  act,  it  will  hereafter  be  shown 
that  it  must  also  be  held  that,  so  far,  it  was  ex  post  facto 
and  unconstitutional. 

The  first  section  of  the  act  is  exclusively  and  expressly 
prospective.  The  words  are  "  no  crime  hereafter  commit- 
ted," &c.  I  find  nothing  in  the  subsequent  provisions  of 
the  act  except,  perhaps,  the  11th  section,  repealing  certain 
sections  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  regulating  the  execution 
of  capital  punishment,  going  to  show,  that  the  provisions 
of  the  act  changing  the  punishment  of  arson  in  the  first 
degree  were  intended  to  be  retrospective.  The  fact  that 
the  10th  section  expressly  declares,  that  persons  who  were 
then  under  sentence  of  death,  or  convicted  of  murder  and 
awaiting  sentence,  should  be  punished  as  if  convicted  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree  under  the  act,  certainly  goes  to 
show  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  preceding  the  10th  sec- 
tion were  intended  to  be  prospective  merely.  The  10th 
section  would  probably  not  have  been  inserjied  in  the  act 
if  the  preceding  provisions  of  the  act  had  been  intended  to 
be  retroactive. 

The  passage  of  the  act  of  April  17,  1861,  reviving  and 
undertaking  to  re-apply  the  punishment  for  murder  and 
for  arson  in  the  first  degree,  in  force  at  the  time  the  act  of 
April  14,  1860,  was  passed,  to  offences  committed  previous 
to  the  day  that  act  took  effect,  certainly  does  not  show 
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that  the  act  of  1860  was  not  intended  to  have  a  retrospec- 
tive operation ;  but  the  passage  of  the  act  of  April  17, 
1861,  must  certainly  be  deemed  a  conclusive  legislative  con- 
struction of  the  act  of  1860,  to  the  effect  that  that  act  pre- 
sently abolished  or  repealed  the  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  prescribing  the  punishment  of  murder  or  of  arson 
in  the  first  degree,  so  that  the  prisoner  (who  was  sentenced 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  April  17,  1861)  could 
not  have  been  sentenced  to  suffer  death  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  force  when  his  crime  was 
committed,  whatever  may  be  deemed  to  be  the  force  or 
effect  of  the  act  of  1861.  Nor  does  it  follow  that  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  1860,  changing  the  punishment  of  arson 
in  the  first  degree  to  imprisonment  for  life,  should  be  con- 
strued as  intended  to  have  a  retrospective  operation,  if 
that  act  should  be  deemed  to  have  repealed  the  provisions 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  punishidg  that  crime.  If  the  leg- 
islature, by  the  act  of  1860,  carelessly  or  unintentionally 
repealed  the  law  punishing  the  prisoner's  crime,  that  is  no 
reason  why  reasonable  and  well-settled  principles  of  con- 
struction should  be  disregarded,  for  the  purpose  of  punish- 
ing it  under  that  act.  If  the  act  of  1860  presently  repealed 
the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  prescribing  the  pun- 
ishment of  death  for  arson  in  the  first  degree,  and  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  1860,  changing  that  punishment  to 
imprisonment  for  life,  were  intended  to  apply  only  to  offen- 
ces thereafter  committed,  the  consequence  was,  that  the 
prisoner's  crime  was  left  without  any  law  to  punish  it 
{Duoarris,  676,  677 ;  State  agt.  Daley,  29  Conn.,  272 ;  and 
cases  cited  by  Judge  Denio  in  the  case  of  Mrs,  Hartung.) 

As  the  prisoner  was  sentenced  before  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  April  17,  1861,  considering  that  the  first  section  of 
the  act  of  1860  was  expressly  prospective,  that  there  are 
no  words  of  express  repeal  in  the  act,  except  the  11th  sec- 
tion, that  the  words  of  the  7  th  section  are  :  "  section  1,  of 
title  1,  &c.,  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  shall  be  amended,"  Ac, 
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I  think  the  question  was,  whether  the  prisoner  could  not  have 
been  sentenced  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
in  force  when  his  crime  was  committed,  uppn  the  construc- 
tion of  the  act  of  1860,  that  it  did  not  repeal  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  to  offences  committed  before 
its  passage ;  that  the  amendment  hj  the  7th  section,  and 
the  other  provisions  of  the  act  changing  the  punishment  of 
arson  in  the  first  degree,  were  intended  to  apply  only  to 
offences  thereafter  committed,  leaving  offences  committed 
before  the  passage  of  the  act  to  be  punished  under  the 
Revised  Statutes.  If  the  legislature  had  expressly  declared 
that  the  amendment,  by  the  7th  section,  was  to  Apply  only 
to  offences  thereafter  committed,  such,  I  think,  would  have 
been  the  construction  and  effect  of  the  act.  I  think  the 
question  was,  from  the  whole  act,  whether  that  was  not  its 
reasonable  construction,  in  the  absence  of  any  such  express 
declaration.  Certainly,  my  .doubt  would  have  been,  inde- 
pendent of  the  act  of  1861,  whether  it  could  properly  be 
said,  that  the  act  of  1860  does  repeal  the  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  punishing  treason,  murder  and  arson  in 
the  first  degree,  except  so  far  as  the  act,  by  the  10th  sec- 
tion, attempts  to  apply  the  new  punishment  under  the  act, 
of  imprisonment  for  at  least  one  year  previous  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  death  penalty,  to  persons  then  under  convic- 
tion for  murder,  and  except  so  far  as  the  11th  section  ex- 
pressly repeals  the  sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  regula- 
ting the  manner  of  the  execution  of  the  death  penalty,  &c. 
In  State  agt.  Daley,  (29  Conn.,)  before  cited,  it  would 
appear  from  the  report  of  the  case,  that  section  6  of  the 
act  prescribing  the  original  punishment,  was  not  only 
altered,  but  expressly  repealed  by  the  new  act.  So  in  most, 
if  not  all,  of  the  cases  cited  by  Judge  Denio,  in  Mrs. 
Hartung^s  case,  except  that  of  Commonwealth  agt.  Devane, 
(1  Binney,  601,)  the  original  act  was  expressly  or  plainly 
impliedly  repealed  by  the  subsequent  act  prescribing  the 
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new  punishment  or  penalty,  and  the  case  of  Commonwealth 
agt.  Devane,  I  think  was  wrongly  decided. 

No  doubt  the  act  of  April  17,  1861,  was  passed  upon  the 
careless  assumption  that  this  court,  in  Mrs.  Hartung's  case, 
had  decided  that  the  act  of  1860  had  repealed  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Revised  Statutes  punishing  treason,  murder  and 
arson  in  the  first  degree,  and  that  offences  committed  pre- 
vious to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1860  could  not  be  pun- 
ished under  it ;  when,  as  I  think,  that  the  only  point  that 
can  be  said  to  have  been  decided  in  that  case  was,  that  so 
far  as  that  act  attempted  by  the  10th  section  to  subject  to 
the  new  punishment  of  death  and  previous  imprisonment  at 
hard  labor,  persons  already  under  conviction  for  murder, 
it  was  ex  fost  facto  and  void.  The  act  of  1861,  having  been 
passed  upon  an  erroneous  assumption,  has  increased  the 
doubts  and  complicationft  resulting  from  the  extraordinary 
act  of  1860,  and  one  might  be  almost  excused  for  thinking 
that  both  acts  were  mainly  designed  to  punish  judges 
who  should  unfortunately  be  called  upon  to  construe  and 
apply  them.  But  the  question  presented  by  the  record  in 
this  case  is,  not  whether  the  prisoner  might  have  been  sen- 
tenced under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  to  suffer 
death,  or  whether,  if  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and 
the  court  can  and  should  award  a  new  trial,  and  he  should 
be  tried  and  convicted  again,  he  could  be  sentenced  to  suffer 
death  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  or  the  act  of  1861,  or 
both ;  but  the  question  presented  by  the  record  is,  whether 
the  sentence  to  imprisonment  for  life,  which  was  pronounced 
upon  him  under  the  act  of  1860  was  legal.  I  think  it  was 
not,  because,  for  reasons  before  stated,  I  think  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  changing  the  punishment  for  arson  in  the 
first  degree  to  imprisonment  for  life  must  be  deemed  to 
have  been  intended  to  apply  only  to  offences  committed 
after  the  act  should  take  effect. 

If,  however,  the  provision  of  the  act  changing  the  pun- 
ishment of  arson  in  the  first  degree  should  be  held  to  have 
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been  intended  to  apply  to  oflfences  committed  before  the 
passage  of  the  ^ct,  in  my  opinion,  so  far  the  act  should  be 
held  to  be  ex  post  facto  and  void. 

I  think  this  is  shown  conclusively  by  Judge  Denio  in  his 
opinion  in  the  Hartung  case ;  but  I  will  add,  that  a  law 
which  increased  the  punishment  with  which  an  act  was 
punishable  when  committed,  would  be  ^^iBinlj  ex  post  facto, 
although  it  might  be  said,  perhaps,  that  the  new  law  did 
not  change  the  manner  of  the  punishment,  as  for  instance,  if 
when  the  act  was  committed,  it  was  punishable  with  thirty 
days'  imprisonment,  and  the  new  law  declared  that  it  should 
be  punished  with  forty  days'  imprisonment ;  for,  as  to  the 
number  of  days'  imprisonment  by  which  the  punishment 
was  increased,  the  case  would  be  precisely  the  same  as  if 
the  act  when  committed  had  not  been  punishable  at  all, 
and  under  the  new  law  the  criminal  could  not  be  sentenced 
to  any  less  number  of  days  than  were  prescribed  by  it. 

So,  also,  if  an  act  when  committed  was  punishable  by 
thirty  days'  imprisonment,  a  subsequent  law  changing  the 
punishment  of  the  act  to  thirty  stripes  or  thirty  dollars 
fine,  would  be  plainly  ex  post  facto;  for,  when  the  act  was 
committed,  it  was  not  punishable  in  that  manner,  and  in 
view  of  the  constitutional  prohibition  of  ex  post  facto  laws, 
the  case  would  be  precisely  the  same  as  if  the  act  had  not 
been  punishable  at  all  when  committed.  If  you  do  not  hold 
a  law  punishing  an  act  in  a  different  manner  than  it  was 
punishable  when  committed  to  be  ex  post  facto^  irrespective 
of  the  question  whether  the  new  punishment  is  or  is  not 
more  merciful  or  lenient,  you  will  leave  it  to  the  discretion 
of  the  legislature  or  of  judges  to  say  whether  the  new  pun- 
ishment is  or  is  not  more  merciful  or  lenient  than  the  old ; 
and  such  a  construction  of  the  constitutional  prohibition 
would  impair  its  value  and  certainty  of  protection. 

A  law,  the  effect  of  which  is  simply  to  reduce  or  diminish 
the  punishment  with  which  an  act  was  punishable  when 
committed,  cannot  be  an  ex  post  facto  law,  because  it  inflicts 
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no  new  or  additional  punishment.  In  Fletcher  agt.  Peck, 
(6  Cranch,)  Chief  Justice  Maeshall  defined  an  ex  post  facto 
law  to  be  one  which  makes  an  act  punishable  **  in  a  manner 
in  which  it  was  not  punishable  when  committed."  Add  to 
this,  '*  or  which  increases  the  punishment  with  which  the 
act  was  punishable  when  committed,"  and  I  think  the  defi- 
nition will  be  as  complete,  and  certain,  and  safe,  as  can 
well  be  made. 

It  is  plain,  then,  that  the  moral  or  philosophical  disqui- 
sition as  to  whether  imprisonment  for  life,  at  hard  labor,  is 
better  or  more  desirable,  or  less  severe  than  death,  has 
really  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  whether  the  act  of 
1860,  assuming  that  it  was  intended  to  have  a  retrospective 
effect,  is  so  far  ex  post  facto  or  not.  Imprisonment  for  life, 
at  hard  labor,  is  an  entirely  different  kind  or  manner  of 
punishment  from  punishment  by  death.  The  act  of  1860 
entirely  changed  the  punishment  for  arson  in  the  first-  de- 
gree. It  changed  it  from  death  to  imprisonment  for  life  ; 
the  two  punishments  have  no  elements  in  common.  If  it 
should  be  held  that  the  act  of  1860  merely  diminished  the 
punishment  wherewith  the  prisoner's  crime  was  punishable 
when  committed,  because  imprisonment  for  life,  at  hard 
labor,  is  generally  considered  a  more  lenient  punishment 
than  death,  or  one  which  the  criminal  would  prefer  to 
suffer ;  then  it  could  be  held  that  a  law  changing  the  pun- 
ishment of  an  act  from  imprisonment  for  a  certain  number 
of  days  or  months  to  a  fine,  or  from  a  certain  number  of 
stripes  to  imprisonment  for  a  certain  number  of  days,  was 
not  ex  post  facto,  because  the  court  might  think  the  new 
punishment  more  lenient  than  the  old,  or  that  the  criminal 
would  prefer  to  suffer  the  new  punishment.  Indeed,  as  I 
have  before  said,  if  you  depart  from  the  principle  that  a 
law  is  ex  post  facto,  because  it  punishes  the  offence  in  a 
different  manner,  or  by  a  different  kind  of  punishment  than 
it  was  punishable  with  when  committed,  the  question  whe- 
ther the  law  is  ex  post  facto  is  left  to  judicial  discretion ; 
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for  the  decision  of  the  qaestion  must  depend  npon  the  opin- 
ion of  judges  as  to  whether  the  new  punishment  is  more 
severe  than  the  old,  or  whether  the  new  punishment  would 
or  would  not  generally  be  preferred  by  criminals  to  the 
old. 

The  construction  of  constitutional  limitations  should  be 
left  as  little  as  possible  to  either  legislative  or  judicial  dis- 
cretion* 

My  conclusion  is,  then,  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
1860,  changing  the  punishment  of  arson  in  the  first  degree, 
were  intended  to  apply  only  to  oiSences  thereafter  commit- 
ted.* But  if  it  should  be  held  otherwise  than  that, 
those  provisions  are  ex  post  facto  and  void,  so  far  as  they 
were  intended  to  apply  to  a  crime  of  arson  in  the  first  de- 
gree, committed  before  the  passage  of  the  act.  In  either 
view  of  the  act,  and  upon  either  holding,  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  must  be  reversed. 

But  an  important  question  remains  to  be  considered, 
which  is,  ought  this  court,  upon  reversing  the  judgment,  to 
order  a  new  trial  or  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner  7  In 
looking  at  this  question,  I  think  we  must  assume  that  the 
prisoner,  if  a  new  trial  is  ordered,  might  be  sentenced  to 
sufier  death  under  the  Bevised  Statutes  or  the  act  of  April 
17,  1861,  or  both,  if  he  could  be  lawfully  tried  again,  and 
was  tried  and  convicted.  For  we  must  assume  that  no 
opinion  that  this  court  might  now  express  upon  the  ques- 
tion, whether  if  the  prisoner  should  be  again  tried  and  con- 
victed he  could  be  sentenced  to  suffer  death,  would  pre- 
vent such  sentence ;  that  question  not  being  raised  by  the 
record  before  us. 

Section  24  of  the  article  of  the  Revised  Statutes  relating 
to  writs  of  error  on  judgments,  and  certioraris  in  criminal 
cases,  (2  Rev.  Stat.,  741,  §24,)  provides,  *'if  the  supreme 

*  Ai  to  thii  pointf  Dsnio,  Gh.  J.,  iru  of  a  oontraiy  opinion.  Sblobk,  J.,  ex- 
pnnl 7  resenred  himself  upon  the  point,  and  none  of  the  other  judges  expressed  an 
opinion.— i2eporf«r  Court  qfAppealtm 
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court  (upon  a  writ  of  error)  shall  affirm  such  judgment,  it 
shall  direct  the  sentence  pronounced  to  be  executed,  &c. 
If  the  supreme  court  shall  reverse  the  judgment  rendered, 
it  shall  either  direct  a  new  trial,  or  that  the  defendant  be 
absolutely  discharged." 

There  was  no  bill  of  exceptions  in  this  case ;  but  if  there 
had  been,  it  is  very  clear  that  if  the  supreme  court  had 
reversed  the  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  a  wrong  sen- 
tence had  been  pronounced,  that  court  could  not  have  di- 
rected the  general  sessions  to  proceed  and  pronounce  the 
proper  sentence.  By  the  statute  the  supreme  court,  on 
reversing  the  judgment,  could  only  grant  a  new  trial  or 
absolutely  discharge  the  prisoner. 

Upon  reversing  the  judgment,  this  court  must  either 
direct  a  new  trial  or  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner ;  it  can- 
not direct  any  other  judgment  to  be  given  on  the  convic- 
tion. This  would  have  been  so,  had  there  been  a  bill  of 
exceptions  a  fortiori  where  there  is  none. 

Previous  to  the  law  giving  a  defendant  in  a  criminal 
case  a  right  to  a  bill  of  exceptions,  (2  Rev.  Stat,  738,  §  21,) 
a  new  trial  could  not  be  granted  on  the  merits  by  any  court 
in  any  case  of  felony.  {The  People  agt.  The  Judges  oj 
Dutchess  Oyer  and  Terminer,  2  Barb.,  286 }  The  People  agt. 
Comstock,  8  Wend.,  549,  and  authorities  there  cited.) 

But  by  the  common  law  a  new  trial  could  be  granted  in 
a  case  of  felony,  when  there  had  been  a  mis-trial  relating  to 
the  regularity  of  the  organization  of  the  court,  or  of  the 
impanneling  of  the  jury,  or,  perhaps,  conduct  of  the  jury. 

Thus  in  ArundeVs  case,  (6  Coke,  14,)  where  the  defend- 
ant had  been  tried  by  a  jury  returned  from  a  certain  city, 
instead  of  a  certain  parish,  and  had  been  convicted,  and 
moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  that  ground,  it  was  ad- 
judged that  the  jury  ought  to  have  come  in  from  the  parish 
and  not  the  city,  and  that  the  trial  was  insufficient,  and  a 
new  venire  was  awarded  to  try  the  issue  again. 

So  in  the  case  of  the  People  agt.  McKay,  (18  John.,  212,) 
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where  the  defendant  was  indicted,  tried  and  convicted  of 
murder,  and  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  ground 
that  the  venire  which  had  been  issued  was  a  nullity,  and 
the  court  adjudged  that  it  was  a  nullity,  a  new  trial  was 
ordered. 

In  his  opinion  in  this  case,  Ch.  J.  Spencer  refers  to  a 
case  as  havihg  occurred  within  his  knowledge,  where  the 
defendant  was  tried  and  convicted  of  murder,  and  a  new 
trial  was  granted,  on  the  ground  of  the  misconduct  of  the 
jury  in  separating  after  rgreeing  and  before  rendering  their 
verdict.  So  in  Cancemie^s  case,  (18  Jf,  F.,  128,)  since  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  where  the  defendant,  with  his  own  con* 
sent,  was  tried  and  convicted  by  a  jury  consisting  of  but 
eleven  jurors,  the  judgment  was  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
ordered.  There  was  a  bill  of  exceptions  in  this  case,  but 
the  judgment  was  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered  on  the 
record  alone. 

In  all  these  cases  the  new  trial  was  awarded  on  the 
ground  that  there  had  been  no  lawful  trial ;  oi^he  ground 
of  irregularity  in  the  impanneling,  or  conduct,  or  organiza- 
tion of  the  jury,  and  on  the  record  alone. 

In  the  principal  case  the  indictment  was  sufficient ;  the 
court  at  which  the  defendant  was  tried  was  a  court  of  com* 
petent  jurisdiction ;  the  jury  wais  regularly  impanneled,  and 
rendered  a  lawful  verdict ;  and  the  judgment,  if  reversed, 
must  be  reversed  upon  the  record  alone,  and  upon  the 
ground  alone  that  a  wrong  judgment  was  given  upon  a 
lawful  and  regular  verdict ;  and  the  question  is,  whether, 
in  such  a  case,  the  court  should  order  a  new  trial  ?  In 
view  of  the  provision  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  above  referred 
to,  expressly  authorizing  the  court,  upon  reversing  the  judg- 
ment, to  either  direct  a  new  trial,  or  that  the  prisoner  be 
discharged,  I  think  the  court  should  not  direct  a  new  trial 
if  the  prisoner  could  plead  his  former  regular  trial,  and 
conviction  in  bar  of  another  trial.  The  circumstance  that 
ihe  counsel  of  the  prisoner,  on  moving  in  arrest  of  judg- 
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ment,  also  asked  for  a  new  trial,  I  regard  as  of  no  conse- 
quence. The  constitntional  provision  is,  '*  No  person  shall 
be  subject  to  be  twice  pat  in  jeopardy  for  the  same  ofifonce." 
{ConsHtution  of  State^  art.  1,  §6.)  This  provision  may  be 
considered  as  addressed  to  courts ;  and  if  the  prisoner  is 
within  its  protection,  he  ought  to  be  discharged,  though 
his  counsel  did  personally  ask  for  a  new  trial.  The 
question  is,  then,  whether  the  prisoner,  if  the  judgment  is 
reversed  upon  the  ground  alone  that  a  wrong  judgment  was 
given  upon  a  lawful  and  regular  trial  and  conviction,  can 
constitutionally  be  tried  again  7  It  is  clear  to  me  that  he 
cannot  In  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  Taylor,  (3  Denio, 
97,)  Judge  Bbonson  said  :  "  If  a  wrong  judgment  be  given 
against  a  defendant,  which  is  reversed  on  error,  (there 
being  no  bill  of  exceptions,)  the  court  of  review  can  neither 
give  a  new  judgment  against  him,  nor  send  the  casd  back 
to  the  court  below  for  a  proper  judgment ; "  {ciiing  The 
King  agt.  Broum,  7  ^dd»  tf  EIL^  68 ;  Sheppard  agt.  Com- 
monwealth,^ MetCy  419 ;  Christian  agt.  Commonwealth,  5 
id.,  630;  and  The  King  agt.  Ellis,  6  Bam.  ^  Cress.,  395.) 

These  cases  fully  establish  the  rule  as  stated  by  Judge 
B&ONSQN.  In  the  case  of  O'Leary  agt  The  People,  (4  Park. 
Crim.  R.,  187,)  where  the  prisoner  was  regularly  tried, 
and  the  jury  rendered  a  verdict  which  would  have  autho- 
rized a  judgment  as  upon  a  conviction  for  a  simple  assault 
and  battery,  but  did  not  authorize  the  judgment  that  was 
rendered,  as  upon  a  conviction  for  felony,  the  supreme  court 
upon  reversing  the  judgment,  on  writ  of  error,  discharged 
the  prisoner,  referring  to  Judge  Bronson's  opinion  in  The 
People  agt.  Taylor. 

These  cases  are  probably  sufiScient  to  show  that  a  new 
trial  should  not  be  directed  in  this  case ;  but  in  view  of  the 
provision  of  the  statute  which  was  not  referred  to  either 
in  People  agt.  Taylor  or  the  case  last  cited,  and  in  view  of 
the  great  importance  of  the  question  in  this  case  not  only, 
but  in  other  capital  cases  in  which  the  question  has  arisen, 
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since  the  act  of  1860^  I  shall  examine  the  question  further. 
In  Ist  InsL,  391,  a.,  it  is  said :  ''  The  difference  between 
a  man  attainted  and  convicted,  is,  that  a  man  is  said  con- 
vict before  he  hath  judgment,  as  if  a  man  be  convict  by 
confession,  verdict  or  recusance ;  and  when  he  hath  his 
judgment  upon  the  verdict  he  is  said  to  be  attaint."  It  is 
further  said :  '*  By  a  conviction  of  a  felon,  his^  goods  and 
chattels  are  forfeited ;  but  by  attainder,  that  is,  by  judg- 
ment given,  his  lands  and  tenemants  are  forfeited,  and  his 
blood  corrupted,  and  not  before."  So  in  JacoW  Law  Dict^ 
{Attainted^)  it  is  said :  '*  Attainder  of  a  criminal  is  larger  _ 
than  conviction ;  a  man  is  convicted  when  he  is  found  guilty 
or  confesses  the  crimes  before  judgment  had,  but  not  at- 
tainted till  judgment  is  passed  upon  him."  This  shows  the 
technical  common  law  definition  of  the  word  conmct  or  covir 
victed;  a  felon  was  convicted  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  he 
was  attainted  by  the  judgment  rendered  on  the  verdict. 

One  would  think  from  this  common  law  definition  of  the 
word  convict  or  convicted,  that  by  the  compion  law  the 
plea  of  autrefois  convict  implied  merely  a  regular  trial  and 
verdict  of  guilty,  or  a  confession  upon  a  sufficient  indict- 
ment. I  think  the  books  show  this  was  so.  In  Daly^s  case, 
(4  Coke^  40,)  one  Wetherel  brought  an  appeal  against  Darby 
of  murder ;  the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  was  found 
guilty  of  homicide,  and  had  his  clergy;  and  afterwards 
was  indicted  for  murder,  and  he  pleaded  his  former  convic- 
tion in  the  appeal  at  the  suit  of  the  party,  and  it  was  ad- 
judged a  bar,  and  thereupon  he  was  discharged,  '^  because 
a  man's  life  should  not  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  for  one  and 
the  same  offence." 

In  Vauoi^s  case,  (4  Cokt^  45,)  it  is  said,  <<  if  a  man  is  con- 
victed either  by  verdict  or  confession  upon  an  insufficient 
indictment,  and  no  judgment  thereupon  given,  he  may  be 
again  indicted  and  arraigned,  because  his  life  was  never  in 
jeopardy,  &c."  This  implies,  if  the  indictment  is  sufficient, 
that  the  conviction  is  a  bar,  though  no  judgment  is  given 
Vol.  XXIV.  26 
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upon  it.  The  same  case  shows  that  a  lawful  conviction  hj 
verdict  on  an  insuflScient  indictment,  followed  by  a  judg- 
ment, is  a  bar  to  a  second  trial  until  the  judgment  is 
reversed.  Hawkins  (P.  C.  Book  2,  ch.  36,  §  10,)  says :  "  The 
plea  of  autrefois  convict  seems  chiefly  to  depend  on  the  rea- 
son that  the  party  ought  not  to  be  brought  twice  into  dan- 
ger for  tUe  same  crime;  upon  which  ground  it  seems 
agreed  that  a  conviction,  upon  an  appeal  or  indictment,  of 
burglary  or  other  felony  may  be  pleaded  to  an  indictment 
or  appeal  for  the  same  felony.''  Again,  he  says,  (§  15,  same 
cA.,)  ^*  But  it  seems  clearly  settled  that  whenever  the  record 
on  which  a  man  is  convicted  of  manslaughter,  and  admitted 
to  his  clergy,  on  an  indictment  or  appeal  of  murder,  is  erro- 
neous either  in  respect  of  insufficiency  in  the  indictment,  or 
for  a  mis-trial,  so  that  his  life  was  not  in  danger  at  the  trial, 
he  cannot  plead  such  conviction  and  clergy  thereon  in  bar 
of  a  second  indictment  or  appeal." 

Blackstone  says,  (4  Black,  Com.,  336,)  citing  Hawkins: 
"  The  plea  of  autrefois  convict,  or  a  former  conviction  for 
ttie  same  identical  crime,  though  no  judgment  was  ever 
given,  or  perhaps  ever  will  be,  (being  suspended  by  the 
benefit  of  clergy  or  otherwise,)  is  a  good  plea  in  bar." 

Chitty  says :  "  In  order  to  plead  this  plea  {autrefois  con- 
vict) with  effect,  the  crime  must  be  the  same  for  which  the 
defendant  was  before  convicted,  and  the  conviction  must 
have  been  lawful  on  a  sufficient  indictment.  And  if  he  has 
neither  received  sentence  nor  prayed  the  benefit  of  clergy, 
this  plea  is  said  not  to  be  pleadable  if  the  former  indict- 
ments were  invalid."     (1  Chitty  Crim.  i.,  462.) 

In  the  case  of  the  People  agt.  Barrett,  (2  Caines  Rep,, 
304,)  where  the  prisoner  had  pleaded  to  the  indictment, 
the  jury  been  sworn  and  evidence  offered,  and  the  public 
prosecutor,  without  the  prisoner's  consent,  had  withdrawn 
a  juror,  because  he  was  unprepared  with  his  evidence,  it 
was  held  that  the  prisoner  could  not  afterwards  be  tried 
on  the  same  indictment.    Held,  that  he  might  be  tried  on 
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another  indictment  for  the  same  offence,  in  1  John.  £.,  66, 
where  it  appeared  that  the  first  indictment  was  defective. 

In  the  case  of  the  People  agt.  CashoruSy  (13  John.^  351,) 
it  was  held  that  the  former  indictment  and  trial  was  no 
bar  where  the  judgment  had  been  arrested,  but  this  was 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  presumed  that  the  judgment  was 
arrested  upon  the  ground  that  the  indictment  was  defective* 

In  State  agt.  Benham^  (7  Conn.,  "H^})  where  the  judgment 
was  suspended,  it  was  held  that  the  verdict  constituted  the 
bar. 

In  State  agt.  Merrell,  (2  Serg.,  24,)  that  the  verdict  was 
a  bar  when  the  judgment  was  improperly  arrested  upon  a 
good  indictment. 

In  Dyer  agt.  Commonwealth,  (23  Pick.,  404,)  there  was  a 
special  verdict  which  did  not  authorize  the  judgment 
entered  on  it,  and  the  judgment  was  reversed,  and  the  pri- 
soner discharged. 

In  the  People  agt.  Goodwin,  (18  John.,  202,)  Gh.  J.  Spen- 
cer said  that  the  rule  that  no  person  shall  be  subject  for 
the  same  offence  to  be  tmce  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb, 
meant  that  no  man  shall  be  twice  tried  for  the  same  offence. 

The  prisoner,  James  Shepherd,  having  been  regularly 
and  lawfully  tried,  and  convicted  on  a  good  indictment,  and 
there  being  no  bill  of  exceptions,  the  authorities  leave  no 
room  for  doubt  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  this 
common  law  and  constitutional  rule. 

In  Mrs.  Hartung^s  case  there  was  a  bill  of  exceptions, 
and  there  was  a  new  trial  ordered.  It  must  be  conceded 
that  the  judgment  was  not  reversed  on  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions, but  it  is  not  probable  that  the  question  whether  the 
prisoner  should  be  discharged  or  a  new  trial  ordered  was 
much  considered  in  that  case. 

My  conclusion  is,  that  the  judgment  against  the  prisoner, 
James  Shepherd,  should  be  reversed,  and  he  should  be  dis- 
charged. 

.Denio,  Gh.  J.,  Selden,  Wright  and  Allen,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 

William  Baplet,  appellant  agt.  Bobert  Fisher  and 
another,  administrators,  respondents. 

When  »  elaim  Against  ex^eutors  or  adminUtratari  is  rtferfd  nsder  the  Reyistd 

Statates^  and  the  report  of  the  referees  is  adverse  to  the  plaintiff,  and  in  favor  of 

the  defendants,  (ezeontors  or  administrators,)  they  are  entitled  to  costs  against 

the  plaintiff,  as  in  an  action  undsr  the  Cods, 
In  sneh  oases,  it  is  irrsgular  to  sntsr  judgmsnt  npon  the  report  without  an  appli' 

cation  to  the  court. 
The  amount  of  suoh  oosts  are  those  given  by  the  Code  in  an  action  between  party 

and  party,  pioseeuted  and  defended  in  aooordanoe  with  the  provisions  of  the  Code. 

Hie  provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  authorizing  the  oonrt  to  adjudge  oosts  as 

in  actions  against  ezeoutors,  is  in  full  fores. 

Erie  Oeneral  Term,  Septetnherj  1862. 
Marvin,  P.  J.,  Datis,  Groter  and  Hott,  Justices. 
Appeal  from  order  of  special  term  that  defendants  recover 
their  costs  and  disbursements,  as  in  an  ordinary  action  in 

that  conrt. 

I 

C.  TiENsuAW,  for  plaintiff. 

Peck  &  Willetts, /or  defendants. 

By  the  conrt,  Marvin,  P.  Justice.  The  claim  of  the  plain- 
tiff against  the  defendants  as  administrators,  was  referred 
under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  {vol.  2,  p. 
88-9,  §^  36,  37 .)  The  report  of  the  referee  was  adverse  to  the 
plaintiff  and  in  favor  of  the  defendants ;  and  the  question  is, 
what  costs  and  disbursements  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
against  the  plaintiff?  The  Bevised  Statutes,  supra,  authorize 
the  court  to  set  aside  or  confirm  the  report  of  the  refereea 
and  '*  adjudge  costs,"  as  in  actions  against  executors.  The 
next  three  sections  provide  for  actions  in  cases  where  the 
claim  is  disputed  or  rejected,  and  not  referred,  or  where  the 
claim  has  not  been  presented  in  time ;  and  then  §  41  provides 
that  in  such  suit  no  costs  shall  be  recovered  against  the  de- 
fendants ;  nor  shall  any  costs  be  recovered  in  any  suit  at  law 
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against  any  executors  or  administrators,  to  be  levied  of 
their  property  or  of  the  property  of  the  deceased,  nnless, 
Ac.  These  provisions  relate  to  actions  against  executors, 
except  the  provision  in  §  37,  empowering  the  court  to  ad- 
judge costs  as  in  actions  against  executors. 

By  the  Code,  (^  317,)  the  law  relating  to  costs  in  actions, 
prosecuted  or  defended  by  executors,  Ac,  is  somewhat 
changed.  It  is  declared  that  "  whenever  any  claim  against 
a  deceased  person  shall  be  referred,  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  prevailing  party  shall  be 
entitled  to  recover  the  fees  of  referees  and  witnesses,  and 
other  necessary  disbursements,  to  be  taxed  according  to 
law." 

This  provision  is  imperative  in  favor  of  the  prevailing 
party. 

In  Avery  agt.  Smithy  (9  How.  Pr.  A.,)  it  was  decided,  in 
view  of  the  provision  of  the  Code  just  cited,  that  the  de- 
fendants were  only  entitled  to  the  fees  of  referees  and  other 
necessary  disbursements ;  that  this  provision  had  changed 
the  law.  In  Van  Sickler  agt.  Graham^  (7  H(yw.^  208,)  it  was 
held  that  the  reference  was  not  an  action  within  the  defi- 
nition of  the  Code,  and  that  the  defendants,  administrators, 
were  not  entitled  to  costs  under  the  general  provisions  of 
the  Code ;  that  they  were,  by  the  Code,  entitled  to  recover 
the  fees  of  referees  and  witnesses,  and  other  necessary  dis- 
bursements. The  court  waived  the  consideration  of  the 
question  whether  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  costs, 
according  to  the  old  fee  bill  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

In  Boyd  agt.  Bigelow,  (14  How,,  511,)  decided  in  this  dis- 
trict, it  was  necessarily  decided  that  such  a  reference  was 
not  an  action,  as  Understood  and  defined  by  the  Code,  but 
a  proceeding,  in  which  it  was  necessary  to  apply  to  the  court 
for  judgment  upon  the  report  of  the  referees.  The  ques- 
tion of  costs  was  not  up  in  the  case. 

In  Linn  agt.  Clow,  (14  How.,  508,)  there  was  a  reference 
under  the  statute,  and  the  claimant  recovered  against  an 
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administrator;  and  upon  an  application  to  the  conrt  to  con- 
firm the  report}  and  for  costs,  Jnstice  Harris  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  unrea- 
sonably resisted  or  neglected,  and  awarded  costs  to  be 
taxed  against  the  defendant,  and  he  held  that  the  costs 
were  the  costs  given  by  the  Code  in  an  ordinary  action. 

In  Munson  agt,  Howell,  (20  How.,  59,)  the  administrators 
defeated  the  claim  and  had  a  report  in  their  favor,  and  it 
was  held  that  they  were  entitled  to  costs  against  the  plain- 
tiff, as  in  an  action  under  the  Code.  This  was  a  general 
term  decision  in  the  7th  district.  I  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  debisions  touching  costs,  in  the  two  last 
cited  cases,  were  correct.  It  is  supposed  by  the  counsel 
for  the  defendants  in  this  case,  that  it  was  decided  in  Mun- 
son agt.  Howeli  that  the  proceedings  were  an  action,  so  that 
the  provisions  of  the  Code  relating  to  costs  in  acticns  neces- 
sarily applied.  I  do  not  so  understand  the  decision.  It  is 
true  that  the  defendants  had  their  costs  adjusted  by  the 
clerk,  and  entered  up  judgment  upon  the  report,  without 
application  to  the  court.  The  plaintiff  only  appealed  from 
the  adjustment  of  costs.  He  made  no  motion  so  set  the 
judgment  aside  for  irregularity.  As  the  court  were  of  the 
opinion  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  costs  as  in  an 
action,  the  adjustment  was  affirmed.  I  make  this  expla- 
nation, as  I  have  no  doubt  the  proper  practice  is  to  apply 
to  the  court  for  judgment  upon  the  report,  and  that  it  is 
irregular  to  enter  judgment  without  such  application  to 
the  court.  We  shall,  in  this  district,  adhere  to  the  practice 
as  indicated  in  Boyd  agt.  Bigelow,  supra.  Let  us  again 
turn  to  the  statutes.  As  we  have  seen,  by  the  Revised 
Statutes,  "  the  court  may  set  aside  the  report  of  the  refe- 
rees, or  appoint  others  in  their  places,  and  may  confirm 
such  report  and  adjudge  costs,  as  in  actions  against  execu- 
tors." 

In  an  action  against  executors  or  administrators,  costs 
were  not  given,  of  course ;  but  the  statute  contained  some 
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Bpecial  limitations ;  hence  if  there  be  a  recovery  now  against 
the  executors,  Ac,  in  one  of  these  cases  of  reference  under 
the  statute,  the  question  of  costs  must  be  determined  in 
the  light  of  the  special  limitations,  as  in  Linn  agt.  C/oto, 
supra,  except  so  far  as  the  Code  has  modified  the  statutes,  to 
be  hereafter  noticed.  When  the  claimant  failed,  and  there 
was  a  report  against  him,  he  was  always  liable  to  pay  costs, 
as  in  an  action,  and  the  court  had  the  power  to  adjudge 
them,  and  I  suppose  always  did  so,  as  the  special  restric- 
tions relating  to  costs  were  applicable  only  to  executors 
or  administrators  in  actions  against  them.  From  this  view 
it  follows  that  the  claimant  or  plaintiff,  who  is  defeated  in 
these  reference  cases,  must  pay  costs,  and  the  question  has 
been  started,  what  costs  ?  Justice  Barculo,  in  Van  Sickler 
agt.  Graham,  supra,  decided  that  the  administrator  could 
not  recover  the  costs  given  in  an  action  under  the  Code, 
and  declined  to  decide  whether  he  was  entitled  to  the  costs 
according  to  the  old  fee  bill.  In  my  opinion  he  was  wrong. 
The  costs  are  those  given  by  the  Code  in  an  action  between 
party  and  party,  prosecuted  and  defended  in  Accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Code.  The  provision  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes  authorizing  the  court  to  adjudge  costs,  as 
in  actions  against  executors,  is  in  full  force. 

Now,  in  actions  against  executors,  as  I  have  already  said, 
the  plaintiff  failing  in  his  action  was  liable  for  costs,  of 
course,  and  those  costs  were  such  as  the  statutes  existing 
at  the  time  had  fixed  for  costs  between  party  and  party. 
The  statutes  relating  to  costs  have  been  frequently  changed, 
and  new  fee  bills  established,  and  the  costs,  in  these  refe- 
rence cases,  have  followed  these  changes.  The  Code  has 
made  an  additional  change  in  the  items  of  costs,  and  we 
must  resort  to  it  to  ascertain  how  much  and  what  the  de- 
feated party  to  a  reference,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  is 
liable  to  pay,  as  the  costs  are  to  be  those  '*  in  an  action 
against  executors." 

I  have  spoken  of  a  modification  made  by  the  Code  of  the . 
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system  of  costs  in  these  cases.  It  is  found  in  the  claase  in 
§317,  herein  above  quoted,  viz:  "Whenever  any  claim 
against  a  deceased  person  shall  be  referred  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  prevailing  party 
shall  be  entitled  to  recover  the  fees  of  referees  and  wit- 
nesses, and  other  necessary  disbarsements,  to  be  taxed 
according  to  law.''  The  effect  of  this  provision  is,  that 
now  the  claimant,  plaintiff,  will,  where  the  report  is  in  his 
favor,  recover  these  items  of  costs  without  any  regard  to 
the  fact  whether  the  claim  was  "  unreasonably  resisted  or 
neglected."  {See  opinion  of  Ha&jblis,  Justice,  in  Linn  agt. 
C/oto,  14  How.,  510.)*  As  I  have  already  shown,  the  plain- 
tiff failing  was  always  liable  ta  pay  costs,  including,  of 
course,  the  fees  of  referees,  Ac. ;  hence  the  word  "  prevail- 
ing,^^ before  "  party,"  was  unfortunately  used.  It  should 
have  been  the  plaintiff  or  claimant,  leaving  the  executor, 
&c.,  to  his  full  claim  for  costs  when  he  succeeded. 

Justice  C.  L.  Allen  was  embarrassed  with  this  provision 
of  the  Code,  inserted  as  an  amendment,  and  held  that  no 
costs  could  be  allowed  except  those  mentioned  in  this 
clause.  He  does  not  remark  upon  the  word  prevailing,  but 
he  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  intention  was  to  exclude 
all  other  costs.  This  conclusion  must  have  been  reached 
by  supposing  that  the  clause  in  question  repealed  the  pro- 
vision of  the  Revised  Statutes  touching  the  power  of  the 
court  to  adjudge  costs  in  these  reference  cases.  If  such 
effect  is  to  be  given  to  this  clause,  it  must  be  by  implication 
only,  and  I  am  unwilling  thus  to  repeal  an  important  pro- 
vision of  the  statute.  It  is  not  necessary,  nor  was  it,  as  I 
think,  so  intended  by  the  legislature. 

The  order  appealed  from  in  this  case  must  be  aflinned 
with  $10  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Peter  G.  Fox,  executor,  &c.  of  Archibald  Fox,  deceased 
agt.  Lawrence  M.  Fox. 

An  attorney  has  a  lien  on  the  judgment  obtained  bj  him  for  his  client,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  his  claim  tot  servieeB  and  di9bur$ement»  in  the  aotion,  whether  the 
amount  of  his  compensation  is  agreed  upon  or  depends  upon  a  quantum  meruit. 

The  attorney  is  entitled  to  such  a  sum  as  shall  have  been  agreed  upon  between  him 
and  his  client;  and  the  lien  will  attach  to  the  judgment  to  th$  extent  qf  th$ 
amount  thus  agreed  upon. 

Payment  of  the  jadgment  to  any  other  person  aftei^ notice  of  the  lien,  will  be  of 
no  avail  against  the  attorney's  right  to  enforce  it  for  the  aniount  of  his  claim. 

When  there  is  a  dispute  as  to  "what  the  contract  is,  or  in  regard  to  the  amount 
which  the  attorney  is  entitled  to  demand  under  it,  and  also  when  the  amount  of 
compensation  is  by  express  agreement  made  to  depend  on  the  value  of  the  servi" 
ees,  and  unliquidated,  the  remedy  of  the  attorney  is  by  direct  action  against  all 
the  partiea.  There  oannot  be  a  compulsory  r^ereneem  theee  qnestioBS.  The  cue 
of  Haight  agt.  Holcomb,  (16  Hovo,  Pr.  B,,  17Z,)  settlee  this  point. 

Saratoga  Special  Term,  January,  1863. 

Motion  made  on  an  order  that  the  plaintiff  show  cause 
why  he  should  not  pay  to  Henry  G.  Adams,  the  attorney  and 
counsel  for  the  defendant  in  this  action : 

1st.  The  amount  of  the  defendant's  taxed  bill  of  costs  and 
disbursements,  as  the  same  were  entered  in  the  judgment 
in  this  action,  together  with  the  interest  thereon  from  the 
date  of  the  judgment,  (July  24, 1862.) 

2d.  The  amount  justly  due  to  said  Adams  for  his  general 
services  and  disbursements  rendered  by  him  for  his  client, 
the  defendant,  as  his  attorney  and  counsel  in  this  cause,  as 
the  same  are  specified  or  indicated  in  his  bill  against  the 
defehdant,  a  copy  of  which  was  served  with  the  papers  for 
this  motion. 

3d.  Why  the  payment  or  satisfaction,  if  any  has  been 
made,  of  such  judgment,  should  not  be  set  aside  and  vaca- 
ted to  the  extent  of  said  Adams'  claims  and  lien,  referred 
to  in  said  motion  papers,  and  the  said  Adams,  defend- 
ant's attorney,  have  leave  to  issue  execution  upon  the  judg- 


410  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Fox  agt.  Fox. 

ment  in  this  action  for  a  sufficient  amount  to  cover  the 
claims  and  demands  he  holds  against  the  said  defendant,  as 
stated  in  said  motion  papers,  or  for  such  other  relief  in  the 
premises  as  the  court  shall  see  fit  to  grant. 

In  the  22d  How.  Pr.  jR.,  453,  and  24  How.  Pr.  jR.,  385,  many 
facts  appear,  showing  the  nature  and  character  of  this  suit, 
and  the  extent  of  labor,  services  and  disbursements  ren- 
dered  by  Adams  as  attorney  and  counsel  for  defendant  in 
this  cause. 

The  judgment  referred  to  was  entered  July  24,  1862, 
upon  the  report  of  Geo.  A.  Hardin,  Esq.,  sole  referee  upon 
the  second  trial,  for  $1,862.24,  and  for  costs  and  disburse- 
ments, $681.83.  This  includes  referee's  fees,  $187.75,  and 
witnesses'  fees,  $72,  paid  by  the  defendant.  On  the  7th  of 
October  Adams  was  informed  by  the  plaintiflF  that  the  defend- 
dant  left  that  day  at  noon  for  Michigan,  to  reside  there. 

On  the  8th  of  October,  Adams  served  a  written  notice 
upon  the  plaintiff,  claiming  a  lien  on  the  judgment  for  his 
whole  bill,  and  should  look  to  the  plaintiff  to  arrange  the 
same  with  him,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  pay  the 
amount  of  Adams'  bill  to  any  but  him. 

It  also  appeared  that  defendant  was  worth  nothing 
except  what  was  involved  in  this  suit,  and  that  he. fre- 
quently promised  to  Adams  that  he  should  be  amply  re- 
warded for  his  services  and  disbursements  out  of  the  avails 
of  the  suit ;  and  that  upon  those  promises  Adams  rendered 
those  services,  and  made  the  large  advances  of  money  to 
carry  on  the  suit. 

The  defendant,  in  his  affidavit,  denies  that  he  ever  made 
such  promises.  This  affidavit  was  taken  before  a  notary 
public  at  Detroit,  Mich.,  which  the  clerk  certified  as  to  the 
notary. 

A  preliminary  objection  was  taken  to  it  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  properly  certified.  {See  3  R.  8.,  5th  ed., 
677-8,  (396)  §  25.)  This  question  was  reserved  .and  the 
affidavit  was  read  on  the  motion. 
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Henry  C.  Adams,  for  the  motion, 

1.  Upon  the  entry  of  the  judgment  the  defendant's  attor- 
ney became  the  equitable  assignor  of  the  judgment  to  the 
amount  of  his  claims  and  demands  for  services  and  dis- 
bursements in  this  cause.  (5ee  Harris,  J.,  Roaney  agt. 
Second  Avenue  it  jR.  Co.,  18  JV.  Y.  it,  371,  and  cases  there 
dted.) 

2.  The  costs  in  the  judgment  went  to  the  defendant,  not 
to  his  attorney.  The  Code,  §  303,  says  in  terms,  that  the 
party  shall  recover  "  certain  sums  by  way  of  indemnity  for 
his  expenses,  &c»,  termed  costs." 

The  attorney's  claims  are  of  a  different  nature.  They 
extend  in  every  direction,  for  which  the  fee  bill  has  made 
no  provision,  and  for  which  he  holds  against  his  client  and  « 
has  a  lien,  not  simply  upon  the  costs  in  the  judgment  .but 
upon  the  whole  judgment  for  his  entire  bill.  {See  Harris, 
J.,  id.,  370.) 

How  much  his  claims  against  his  client  shall  be,  depends 
upon  the  contingencies  of  the  case,  and  the  measure  shall 
depend  upon  "  the  agreement,  express  or  implied,  of  the 
parties."  {Code,  §303;  See  Comstock,  J.,  18  JV.  Y.  R., 
373/) 

3.  If  no  express  agreement  be  made,  there  is  still  an 
agreement  which  the  law  will  imply  from  the  nature  of  the 
case,  for  no  party  can  foresee  where  his  cause  will  go  to ; 
and  no  professional  gentleman  can  foresee  the  extent  of  the 
services  he  must  necessarily  render.  If  the  attorney  has 
earned,  by  his  labor  and  expenditures  for  his  client,  say 
$100,  or  half  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  or  the  whole  of 
it,  or  more  than  the  judgment,  whatever  may  be  the  - 
quantum  meruit,  there  is  an  agreement  that  it  shall  be  paid, 
even  though  no  words  pass,  for  the  law  implies  it  from 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  services  and  disbursements. 
If  words  pass,  fixing  a  stipulated  sum,  they  shall  be 
the  restriction  or  limitation  as  to  amount.    If  no  words 
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pass,  then  the  amount  agreed  upon,  as  the  law  implies, 
rests  upon  a  quantum  meruit  This  is  the  plain  import 
of  §  303,  and  the  fair  construction  of  the  decisions. 

If  the  bill  be  the  rates  fixed  by  §  307,  and  the  attorney 
has  earned  five  times  that  bill,  shall  the  attorney  have  no 
more  than  the  bill  ?  If  so,  then  why  was  the  term  implied 
employed  in  §  303  ?     {See  Comstock,  J,,  18  JV.  F.  JR.,  373.) 

4.  In  this  case  the  defendant,  who  was  in  indigent  cir- 
cumstances, repeatedly  agreed  with  his  attorney  and  coun- 
sel that  he  should  be  amply  rewarded  out  of  the  avails  of 
the  suit,  which  was  a  large  judgment.  This  is  shown  by 
the  positive  affidavit  of  the  attorney,  and  is  corroborated 
by  various  undisputed  contemporaneous  circumstances,  and 
the  defendant's  attempt  to  deny  such  agreements  should 
receive  no  countenance.  Had  the  defendant  failed  in  his 
precarious  counter-claims,  the  attorney  would  have  got 
nothing  from  the  empty  pocket  of  his  indigent  clients 

Having  won  the  cause,  shall  it  be  said,  even  in  the  absence 
of  any  words  passed,  that  the  attorney  shall  have  only  the 
$422,  when  he  has  expended  more  than  half  that  for  cash 
advances,  besides  enormous  labor,  not  included  in  the 
bill  ? 

If  the  attorney  can  recover  more  than  the  taxed  bill 
upon  a  quantum  meruit,  in  the  absence  of  any  words  passed, 
it  must  necessarily  be  upon  an  implied  agreement,  and  the 
law  makes  his  lien  co-extensive  with  it. 

Such  is  the  palpable  meaning  of  §  303,  and  such  is  evi- 
dently the  drift  of  the  decisions.  If  not,  then  the  word 
implied  should  be  wiped  out  of  §  303  as  of  no  force,  and  only 
calculated  to  tantalize  and  mislead  the  profession. 

6.  This  application  is  in  the  most  essential  respects  like 
the  case  of  Roaney  agt.  The  Second  Avenue  R.  R.  Co.,  (18  JV, 
r.  R.,  368 ;)  that  was  an  application  to  protect  the  attor- 
ney's rights,  so  is  this ;  there  the  judgment  debtor  was  re- 
quired to  show  cause,  Ac,  so  here;  there  the  judgment 
creditor  was  not  a  party  to  the  application,  nor  is  he  here ; 
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there  the  court  protected  the  attorney's  right8,*8o  it  should 
here. 

The  only  essential  difference  between  the  cases  is,  that 
there  the  amount  was  limited,  here  it  rests  upon  a  quantum 
meruit.  There  the  plaintiff  made  an  honest  affidavit,  tend- 
ing to  support  the  application ;  here  the  defendant  makes 
one  corruptly  tending  to  defeat  it. 

The  equities,  too,  of  this  case  preponderate  over  all 
others,  for  the  defendant  has  absconded,  manifestly  with 
intent  to  defraud  his  attorney  and  counsel  of  his  pay  for 
enormous  labor  and  expenditures,  {see  ante^  24  How.^  410,) 
and  the  relations  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  go  to 
prove  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  party  to  this  corrupt  combina- 
tion to  defraud  the  attorney  out  of  his  bill. 

6.  In  such  a  case  as  this,  with  such  circumstances  as 
surround  it,  the  attorney  ought  not  to  be  put  to  any  expen- 
sive, laborious  or  prolix  action  or  proceedings  to  obtain  his 
remedy.  He  should  have  it  by  this  short  and  simple  pro- 
ceeding, as  in  the  case  18  JV*.  Y.  R,,  368,  and  should  not  be 
compelled  to  earn  a  single  dollar  over  again  to  get  what  is 
his  due.  The  bill  in  this  case  is  made  up  of  specific  items, 
and  is  proved  prima  facie  to  be  correct  and  just,  and  an 
order  should  be  made  that  the  plaintiff  pay  it,  or  that  the 
attorney  be  at  liberty  to  issue  execution  for  the  amount, 
unless  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  shall  desire  a  reference  to 
ascertain  the  correctness  of  the  bill.  Then  the  order 
should  stand  for  the  amount  so  reported  due  to  the  attor- 
ney.    (14  Mbotfs  P.  R.,  229.) 

Henrt  B.  Cushney,  opposed. 

This  motion  cannot  be  entertained  for  the  following 
reasons : 

1.  The  court  cannot,  on  this  motion,  determine  how  much 
L.  M.  Fox  is  indebted  to  his  attorney  for  services  in  this 
cause  exclusive  of  the  taxable  costs.     The  defendant,  L.  M. 
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Fox,  has  an  undoubted  right  to  contest  any  pretended  claim 
over  and  above  the  taxable  costs,  in  the  ordinary  way,  by 
action;  and  the  court  has  no  power  to  order  a  reference 
without  his  consent  on  this  motion.     (16  How.  Pr.  A,  173.) 

2.  The  attorney  asks  leave  to  issue  execution  on  the 
judgment.  His  papers  do  not  show  the  judgment  satisfied, 
and  a  motion  for  that  purpose  is  not  necessary.  This  is  an 
undoubted  right  he  has,  and  this  seems  to  me  to  dispose 
of  the  other  proposition  in  the  case,  viz :  That  the  plain- 
tiff pay  him  the  amount  of  his  taxed  bill  of  costs,  as  the 
same  are  entered  up  in  the  judgment. 

3.  The  lien  of  the  attorney  in  this  case  extends  to  the 
taxable  costs  as  they  appear  on  the  judgment  roll,  and  no 
further.     (16  How.  Pr.  R.,  173,  *c.;  18  JV.  Y.  R.,  368,  *c.) 

The  case  of  Carpenter  agt.  Sixth  Avenue  R.  R.  Co.,  deci- 
ded in  the  superior  court  of  New  York  in  March,  1862, 1 
think  reported  in  Ahhotfs  P.  R.,  decides  every  question  in 
this  case  against  the  attorney  Adams. 

The  plaintiff  offered  to  pay,  before  the  service  of  the 
motion  papers. on  him,  the  taxable  costs  to  the  attorney, 
amounting  to  over  $400,  which  he  refused  to  take.  The 
money  in  his  hands  belonged  to  an  estate  which  he  repre- 
sented as  executor,  and  was  paid  over  to  the  assignee  of 
the  judgment  by  direction  of  the  surrogate — done  to  avoid 
accumulation  of  interest. 

4.  The  only  remedy  of  the  attorney  Adams  is  by  action, 
and  not  by  motion  against  this  plaintiff. 

The  motion  should  be  denied  with  costs. 

BocKEs,  Justice.  It  is  well  settled  now  that  an  attorney 
has  a  lien  on  the  judgment,  obtained  by  him  for  his  client, 
to  the  extent  of  his  claim  for  services  and  disbursements 
in  the  action.  To  that  extent  he  is  to  be  deemed  the  equi- 
table assignee  of  the  judgment. 

The  law  is  so  declared  in  Rooney  agt.  The  Second  Avenue 
R.  R.  Co.,  (18  JV.  Y.  R.,  368.)     There  are  many  other  cases 
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to  the  same  effect  in  this  court.  (20  How.,  39 ;  16  How.j 
160-173;  12  Haw.,  136;  see  also  9  How.,  16,  and  14  Mb., 
229,  in  JV.  Y.  common  pleas.) 

The  lien  exists,  too,  whether  the  amonnt  of  the  attorney's 
compensation  is  agreed  upon,  or  depends  upon  the  quantum 
meruit.     {See  above  cases.) 

.  The  question,  then,  is : .  What  is  the  amount  to  which  the 
attorney  is  entitled  for  services  and  disbursements?  for 
when  that  is  determined,  the  case  is  relieved  from  all 
difiSculty  as  regards  his  lien. 

1.  The  attorney  is  entitled  to  such  sum  or  amount  as 
shall  have  been  agreed  upon  between  him  and  his  client. 
This  was  decided  in  Rooney  agt.  The  Second  Avenue  R.  R. 
Co.,  supra.  It  was  there  held  that  the  compensation  and' 
lien  was  a  subject  of  agreement  between  the  attorney  and 
client,  and  might  be  more  or  less  in  amount  than  the  allow- 
ance for  services  specified  in  the  Code.  Judge  Harris 
says,  that  the  effect  of  the  Code  is  ^*  to  leave  the  attorney 
free  to  agree  with  his  client  for  a  greater  oi;  less  amount 
than  that  which  he  may  recover,  according  to  circumstan- 
ces." Judge  GoMSTOCK  says,  in  the  same  Case,  that  since 
the  Code  the  compensation  of  the  attorney  is  left  "  to  the 
agreement  of  the  parties,  express  or  Tmplied."  This  being 
80,  it  follows,  according  to  the  above  authorities,  that  the 
agreement,  by  determining  the  amount  of  compensation,  also 
determines  the  extent  of  the  attorney's  lien.  There  can  be 
no  difficulty,  then,  in  a  case  where  the  amount  the  attor- 
ney is  to  receive  is  agreed  upon,  and  stands  uncontradicted. 
He  has  a  lien  on  the  judgment  for  such  amount,  and  may 
enforce  it  by  taking  the  proper  steps  for  that  purpose. 
Payment  of  the  judgment  to  any  other  person  after  notice 
of  the  lien  will  be  of  no  avail  against  his  right  to  enforce  it 
for  the  amount  of*hi8  claim. 

2.  An  attorney  is  entitled,  on  a  general  retainer  in  a  cause, 
without  any  agreement  fixing  the  measure  of  his  compensa- 
tion, to  be  remunerated  according  to  the  allowance  for 
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services  and  disbursementa  specified  in  the  Code.  This  is 
decided  in  Haight  agt.  Holconib,  (16  How.,  173.)  Perhaps 
this  was  not  actually  adjudicated  in  Booney  agt.  The  Second 
Avenue  R.  R.  Co.,  but  the  principle  was  advanced  with  the 
apparent  approval  of  the  court.  Judge  Ha&ris  (page  371) 
says :  '^  In  the  absence  of  any  agreement  on  the  subject,  I 
suppose  the  sum  recovered  by  the  party  as  an  indemnity 
for  his  expenses  would  be  the  measure  of  compensation 
allowed  to  the  attorney.  This,  then,  would  be  the  extent 
of  his  lien." 

On  this  point,  the  two  cases  cited  are  not  at  all  in  con- 
flict. On  another  point,  it  seems  to  me,  they  are  not  in 
entire  consonance.  Still,  the  former  case  is  cited  by  Mr. 
Justice  Habris,  in  his  opinion  in  the  latter  case,  without 
intimating  any  point  of  difference  whatever.  I  think  it 
plain,  however,  that  the  main  question,  decided  in  Rocney 
agt.  The  Second  Avenue  it  R.  Co.,  is  in  conflict  with  .that 
part  of  the  decision  in  Haight  agt.  Holcomb,  whereby  it 
is  decided  that  the  attorney's  lien  is  in  all  cases  restricted 
to  or  measured  by  the  taxable  costs.  As  was  stated  above, 
it  may  be  more  or  less,  in  case  the  parties  see  fit  to  make  an 
agreement  in  regard  to  the  compensation;  but  it  seems 
that  the  case  of  Haight  agt.  Holcomb  is  not  overruled,  in  so 
far  as  it  decides  that  the  attorney's  lien,  in  the  absence  of 
any  agreement,  is  restricted  to  what  appears  as  costs  on  the 
judgment  roll.  His  general  retainer  raises  an  implied  pro- 
mise to  pay  the  fair  value  of  the  attorney's  services,  which 
Judge  Harris  supposes  would  be  the  sum  authorized  by 
law  to  be  recovered  by  the  party  as  an  indemnity  for  his 
expenses  in  the  action. 

3.  If  it  be  agreed  between  the  attorney  and  client  that  the 
attorney  shall  be  entitled  to  a  fair  and  reasonable  compen- 
sation beyond,  or  over  and  above  the  taxable  costs,  then 
the  lien  will  attach  to  the  judgment  to  the  extent  of  the 
compensation  thus  stipulated  for.  This,  I  am  aware,  is  in 
conflict  with  the  decision  of  Haight  agt.  Holcomb;  but  I 
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nnderstand  this  proposition  to  be  maintained  as  sound  law 
in  the  case  cited  in  the  court  of  appeals.  (18  JV.  Y.  iZ., 
368.)  It  is  there  distinctly  stated  that  the  attorney  may 
agree  with  his  client  as  to  how  much  he  shall  receive  for 
his  services,  and  may  thus  fix  beforehand  the  amount  for 
which  he  shall  have  a  lien  upon  the  judgment  when  recov* 
ered.  It  was  supposed  by  the  court  in  HaigfU  agt.  Holcamh, 
that  no  lien  could  be  maintained,  because  of  the  indefinite- 
uess  of  the  agreement  as  to  the  amount  of  compensation ; 
and  for  the  further  reason  that  there  was  no  short  remedy 
by  which  the  attorney  could  determine  the  amount  of  his 
lien.  But  there  is  no  difficulty  in  settling  the  amount  and 
in  having  it  declared  a  lien  on  the  judgment.  If  there  be 
no  short  way  of  accomplishing  this,  there  remains  the  usual 
way  by  direct  action  for  that  purpose.  Indeed,  this  seems 
to  me  the  true  mode  of  proceeding,  when  there  is  a  dispute 
as  to  what  the  contract  is,  or  in  regard  to  the  adiount  which 
the  attorney  is  entitled  to  demand  under  it,  and  also  when* 
the  amount  of  compensation  is  by  express  agreement  made 
to  depend  on  the  value  of  the  services  and  unliquidated. 

It  was  held  in  HaigM  agt.  Holcomb  that  in  case  of  dis- 
pute on  these  points,  there  could  not  be  a  compulsory  refe- 
rence. 

The  decision  of  that  case  in  this  regard  has  not  been 
overruled.  It  is  a  general  term  decision  in  this  court,  and 
I  am  unquestionably  bound  by  it.  The  New  York  common 
pleas  held  otherwise.  (14  Mhott,  229.)  But  I  must,  at 
special  term,  follow  the  decision  in  our  own  court,  made  at 
general  term,  in  preference  to  that. 

There  seems  to  be  a  difficulty  in  proceeding  by  motion  to 
try  matters  in  controversy  between  one  of  the  parties  to  an 
action  and  his  attorney.  Those  matters  are  not  in  issue 
in  the  cause,  nor  do  they  bear  on  the  issues  therein,  nor  do 
they  relate  at  all  to  the  practice  or  conduct  of  the  cause 
as  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant.  The  proceeding, 
iu  all  its  material  bearings,  is  by  the  attorney  against  his 
Vol.  XXIV.  27 
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client;  yet  how  is  the  client  (the  defendant  in  this  case) 
before  the  court  on  this  motion  ?  The  motion  papers  were 
not  served  on  him,  nor  has  he  appeared  on  the  motion. 
True,  his  affidavit  is  read,  bnt  it  is  read  by  and  in  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff.  This  motion  is  by  the  attorney  in  hostility 
to  the  interests  of  the  client.  It  follows  that  he  has  a 
right  to  be  heard,  and  I  think  he  may  insist  on  being  heard 
in  the  usnal  mode,  by  which  the  rights  of  parties  are  deter- 
nuned.  A  claim  is  made  against  him  as  to  what  sum  or 
amount  he  shall  pay  his  attorney.  If  he  admit  his  liability, 
in  other  words,  if  there  be  no  controversy  as  to  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  nor  as  to  the  amount  he  ought  to  pay  under 
Buch  contract,  the  difficulty  might  be  settled  on  motion. 
Even  if  he  had  been  served  with  the  motion  papers,  as  re- 
gards him,  it  would  then  be  a  motion  to  determine  his 
liability,  or,  what  is  equivalent,  a  claim  against  him  for 
services,  by  a  reference  without  action.  This  cannot  be 
done.  An  attorney  can  no  more  determine  his  claim  for 
services  by  a  reference  without  action,  than  could  any  other 
laborer  for  hire. 

There  is  no  difficulty  in  securing  the  lien  by  direct  action 
for  that  purpose  against  all  parties,  and  this  is  the  course 
to  be  adopted  when  there  is  a  controversy  as  to  what  the 
contract  is,  or  in  regard  to  the  amount  payable  under  it. 

It  follows  from  the  above  considerations  that  the  motion 
in  this  case  must  be  denied.  In  my  judgment,  the  proper 
way  for  the  attorney  to  proceed,  with  a  view  to  a  determi- 
nation of  the  matters  in  controversy  in  a  case  like  this,  is 
by  an  action  to  determine  the  amount  or  extent  of  the  lien, 
and  have  a  decree  declaring  the  judgment  subject  to  the 
lien,  and  for  Hberfy  to  issue  execution  therein  for  the 
amount  due  him  by«  virtue  of  his  contract  with  his  client. 
Then  issue  may  be  framed  and  a  trial  had  in  a  way  to 
secure  the  rights  of  all  parties. 

Aa  objection  is  made  to  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant, 
L.  M.  Fox,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  duly  authenticated. 
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But  I  do  not  deem  the  objection  of  importance,  for  even  if 
the  aflSdavit  should  be  excluded  the  motion  should  be 
denied,  if  I  am  correct  in  the  conclusions  at  which  I  have 
arrived  on  the  law  and  practice. 

The  motion  will  be  denied  without  costs,  and  without 
prejudice  to  any  action  6t  other  proceeding  to  attain  the 
end  sought  by  the  motion. 

J  do  not  understand  that  there  is  any  objection  to  paying 
the  costs  and  disbursements  taxed  and  included  in  the 
judgment,  except  the  referee's  and  witnesses'  fees,  which 
were  paid  by  the  defendant  himself  and  not  by  the  attor- 
ney. Indeed,  the  plaintiflF  has  offered  to  pay  such  costs  and 
disbursements,  and  still  holds  the  amount  ready  for  the 
attorney  whenever  he  will  accept  that  amount.  To  this 
extent  the  plaintiff  admits  and  recognizes  the  attorney's 
claims  and  lien.  The  motion  was,  of  course,  unnecessary 
as  regards  those  costs  and  disbursements.  I  presume  the 
attorney  can  have  this  amount  by  calling  for  it,  or  if  pay- 
ment should  be  refused  he  could  issue  execution  therefor, 
without  any  order  or  application  to  the  court. 

Motion  denied. 


COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

Edwards  Pierrepont,  executor  of  Alfred  H.  P.  Edwards 
agt.  Mary  6.  Edwards  and  others. 

Construetion  of  a  tciW.— Where  the  testator,  in  the  geoond  section  of  his  wiU,  \ 
directed  in  these  words :  <'  That  my  executors  pay  out  of  the  income  of  my  estate 
to  my  wife  $8,000  per  annum,  if  I  shall  leaye  a  child  oV  children  by  her,  so  long  ai 
she  shall  live  and  remain  my  widow;"  and  then  in  the  third  section  declared^ 
^'  if  there  shall  be  no  child  or  children,  then  I  direct  tfiat  my  said  ezeoutors  do 
pay  unto  my  said  wife  $7,000  per  annum  so  long  as  she  shall  live  and  remain  my 
widow,  and  pay  the  residue  of  the  income  of  my  said  estate  in  equal  portions  unto 
my  brother,  John  M.  Edwards,  my  sister  Frances,  wife  of  William  S.  Hoyt,  and 
my  sister  Henrietta,  wife  of  Worthington  Hooker;"  and  in  the  fourth  section 
directed  that  in  case  he  left  a  child  or  chUdren,  his  entire  estate  should  remain  in 
trust  for  their  benefit,  until  such  children  should  arrive  at  majority,  when  it 
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Bhould  be  equally  divided  between  them,  **  reserring  in  trost  |8,000  per  i 

for  my  wife,  lo  long  as  she  Uyes  and  remains  my  widow,"  and  he  left  no  children; 

And  it  appeared  in  evidenoe,  that  at  the  time  of  his  death  he  supposed  himself  pos- 
sessed of  a  clear  income  sufficient  to  pay  the  largest  of  the  annuities  bequeathed 
to  his  wife,  and  to  hare  a  surplus  for  the  benefit  of  his  brother  and  sisten,  but 
owing  to  a  depreciation  of  the  estate,  the  income  proved  inadequate  to  pay  the 
widow's  annuity  of  $7,000, 

H6ld,  that  the  bequest  to  the  wife,  although  demoMtrative  as  pointing  out  the 
fund  fjpom  which  it  was  to  be  paid,  was  not  sptcifie,  so  that  it  failed  or  abated  in 
consequence  of  the  inadequacy  of  such  fund ;  but  was  general  and  payable  at  all 
.     events  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  estate. 

Each  case  of  this  nature  must  depend  upon  a  consideration  of  the  material  provisions 
of  the  will,  and  the  extrinsic  circumstances  of  the  testator's  family  and  estatOf 
which  may  be  fairly  brought  to  bear  upon  the  question  of  intent, 

A  separate  and  independent  intention  to  bequeath  a  sum  of  money  or  an  annuity  at 
all  events,  will  not  be  permitted  to  be  overruled  merely  by  a  direetion  in  the  will, 
that  the  money  is  to  be  raised  in  a  particular  way  or  out  of  a  particular  fund. 

The  provision  for  his  widow  was  the  primary  and  most  material  portion  of  the  testa- 
tor's intent,  while  that  for  his  brother  and  sisters  was  incidental  and  subordinate 
tothat. 

September  Term,  J862. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  in  the  first  judicial  district,  giving  a  construction  to 
the  will  of  the  late  Alfred  H.  P.  Edwards. 

That  court  decided  that  under  the  will  the  widow's 
annuity  was  payable  only  out  of  the  income  of  his  estate ; 
and  that  the  income  having  proved  insufficient  to  pay  it, 
she  was  not  entitled  to  payment  of  the  deficiency  out  of 
the  body  of  the  estate. 

The  facts  appear  sufficiently  in  the  opinion  of  Chief  Judge 
Denio.. 

Edwa&ds  Pierrepont, /or  the  executor. 
Wm.  Bliss, /or  the  defendants,  Hooker  and  wife. 
A.  W.  Bradford  and  Thomas  H.  Rodman,  for  Mrs. 
Edwards. 

Denio,  J.  The  only  question  which  I  think  it  necessary 
to  consider  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  bequest  of  the  an- 
nuity of  $7,000  a  year  to  the  testator's  wife  was  specific  in 
the  sense  that  if  it  could  not  be  paid  out  of  the  fund  indi- 
cated, namely,  the  income  of  the  trust  estate,  it  was  to  fail 
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or  to  abate  in  the  proportion  that  the  indicated  fond  should 
prove  deficient;  or  on  the  other  hand  whether  it  was 
intended  by  the  testator  that  it  shotdd  be  paid  at  all 
events — the  income  of  his  property  given  to  the  tmstees 
being  pointed  out  by  way,  as  it  is  called,  of  demonstration. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  last  mentioned  construction  is  the 
one  which  we  are  bound  to  place  upon  the  instrument.  The 
authorities  upon  the  question  are  very  numerous,  and  the 
most  prominent  of  them  have  been  referred  to  by  the  coun- 
sel for  Mrs.  Edwards,  the  appellant.  It  will  be  seen  by  an 
examination  of  them  that  no  positive  rule  of  ready  applica- 
tion to  every  case  can  be  laid  down,  but  that  each 
case  will  depend  upon  a  consideration  of  all  the  material 
provisions  of  the  will  to  be  construed,  and  of  the  extrinsic 
circumstances  respecting  the  testator's  family  and  estate, 
which  may  be  fairly  brought  to  bear  upon  the  question  of 
intent.  The  leading  principle  of  the  cases  is,  that  'when 
the  testator  bequeaths  a  sum  of  money,  or  which  is  the 
same  thing,  a  life  annuity  in  such  a  manner  as  to  show  a 
separate  and  independent  intention  that  the  money  shall 
be  paid  to  the  legatee  at  all  events,  that  intention  will  not 
be  permitted  to  be  overruled  merely  by  a  direction  in  the 
will  that  the  money  is  to  be  raised  in  a  particular  way  or 
out  of  a  particular  fund.  (jS'tr  James  Wigram^  in  Dickin 
agt.  Edwards,  4  Hare,  273.) 

There  is  in  this  will  a  positive  direction  to  the  executors 
(who  are  also  made  trustees)  to  pay  to  the  testator's  wife 
eight  thousand  dollars  ($8,000)  per  annum  if  he  shall  leave 
children,  and  seven  thousand  dollars  ($7,000)  per  annum  if 
he  shall  not ;  but,  as  to  the  first  mentioned  sum,  it  is  par- 
cel of  the  direction  that  it  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  income 
of  the  estate,  and  it  is  plausibly  argued  that  the  same  quali- 
fication is  annexed  by  implication  to  the  direction  to  pay 
the  seven  thousand  dollars  per  annum,  in  the  event  which 
has  happened,  of  there  being  no  children.  The  evidence 
and  the  admissions  of  the  parties  show  that  the  testator  sup- 
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posed  himself  to  have  a  clear  income,  arising  upon  invested 
property,  sufficient  to  pay  the  largest  of  the  annuities,  and 
to  have  a  considerable  surplus  of  income,  which  he  destined 
for  the  benefit  of  his  brother  and  sisters.  But  their  right 
to  participate  was  to  be  subordinate  to  that  of  the  wife, 
who  has  to  be  paid  her  $8,000  or  $7,000,  as  the  case  might 
be,  before  anything  should  be  paid  to  them.  It  now  appear- 
ing that  he  was  mistaken  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  his  reve- 
nue to  pay  continuously  even  the  smallest  of  the  annuities, 
which  the  event  has  shown  to  be  the  only  one  which  can  be 
claimed,  and  that  only  a  portion  of  it  can  be  paid  from  the 
income,  the  question  arises,  which  was  the  primary  and 
most  material  portion  of  the  testator's  intent,  and  which 
was,  in  his  mind,  the  incident  to  such  primary  intention  ? 
Manifestly,  it  seems  to  me,  it  was  that  his  widow  should 
receive  one  or  the  other  of  the  alternate  sums  mentioned, 
according  to  the  event. 

In  the  first  place,  this  annuity  was  the  only  provision 
made  for  her  in  any  part  of  the  will.  He  contemplated 
that  there  might  be  issue  of  the  marriage  between  himr 
self  and  his  wife,  for  he  graduated  the  amount  of  the 
annuity  by  that  circumstance ;  but  if  the  provision  is  to  be 
strictly  conditioned  upon  his  estate  continuing  to  yield 
income,  it  might  happen  that  his  wife  and  children  would 
be  without  any  means  of  support  derived  from  his  estate, 
while  the  estate  itself  toight  be  of  vendible  value  to  a  large 
amount.  It  was  shown  that  a  large  amount  had  been  in- 
vested in  unproductive  lands,  from  which,  of  course,  no 
revenue  could  be  expected.  It  is  not  suggested  but  that 
the  personal  property,  stocks,  vessels,  &c.,  may  be  conver- 
ted into  money  at  some  reasonable  price.  It  is  shown, 
indeed,  that  in  the  present  condition  of  the  property,  suffi- 
cient income  will  not  be  realized  to  pay  the  annuity  in  full. 
Whether  this  would  be  so  if  it  were  converted  into  money, 
does  not  appear  from  the  case. 

But  it  is  argued  on  behalf  of  the  brother  and  sisters  that 
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the  testator  is  to  be  considered  as  equally  solicitous  to  be- 
stow a  pecunialry  benefit  upon  his  brother  and  sisters,  as 
upon  his  wife,  or  his  wife  and  children,  if  he  should  have 
children.  Hence  it  is  suggested  that  his  wishes  and  inten- 
tions will  not  be  altogether  disappointed  if,  upon  the  failure 
of  income,  the  body  of  the  estate  is  kept  unemployed  during 
the  lifetime  or  widowhood  of  his  wife,  for  the  benefit  of  his 
brother  and  sisters.  This  view  seems  to  me  very  unrea- 
sonable. The  brother  and  sisters  were  not  the  primary 
objects  of  these  dispositions.  They  were  only  to  partici- 
pate in  the  income,  provided  it  should  be  so  large  as  to  pro- 
duce a  surplus  after  applying  to  the  wife  and  children  the 
sum  which  he  thought  it  necessary  for  them  to  have.  There 
failing  to  be  any  such  surplus,  the  benefits  intended  for 
them  were  to  be  postponed  until  after  her  death ;  but  it  was 
only  in  a  contingency  that  they  were  then  to  have  any 
interest,  for  if  the  testator  should  leave  children,  the  bro- 
ther and  sisters  would  be  wholly  excluded  from  participa- 
tion. Again,  in  the  event  of  there  being  no  children,  the 
brother  and  sisters  did  not  occupy  so  favorable  a  position 
as  that  of  devisees  in  remainder  after  the  .death  of  his  wife, 
for  it  was  their  children  and  not  themselves  who,  upon  the 
event  of  the  extinction  of  his  own  family,  were  to  become 
the  final  beneficiaries  of  the  estate. 

Again,  the  first  paragraph  of  the  fourth  division  of  the 
will  proves  beyond  question  that  the  testator  had  no  such 
intention  as  is  attributed  to  him,  of  confining  his  widow 
strictly  to  a  participation,  and  of  preserving  the  whole  of 
the  principal  for  the  benefit  of  the  brother  and  sisters  and 
their  issue.  The  provision  is,  that  if  there  should  be  chil- 
dren, upon  their  attaining  their  majority,  .the  sum  of  eight 
thousand  per  annum  should  be  reserved  for  the  benefit 
of  his  wife.  It  cannot  be  pretended  that  this  provision 
was  limited  to  the  case  of  his  investments,  yielding  income 
to  the  required  amount,  for  the  direction  is  positive  and 
unconditional  that  such  a  sum  should  be  reserved  for  her. 
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If  the  property,  as  invested,  was  unproductive  of  income, 
it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  trustees,  by  the  purchase  of  a 
life  annuity,  or  in  some  other  way,  to  secure  the  payment 
of  the  yearly  allowance  mentioned. 

•  If  we  were  to  hold  that  the  widow  was  to  have  nothing 
unless  the  property  or  securities  in  which  the  estate  hap- 
pened to  be  invested  yielded  income,  and  that  she  was  not 
to  be  paid  the  full  seven  thousand  dollars  per  annum,  direc- 
ted to  be  paid  to  her,  unless  the  investments  should  happen 
to  yield  that  sum,  we  should,  in  my  opinion,  sacrifice  the 
substance  and  primary  intention  of  the  will  for  the  sake  of 
an  incidental  provision,  inserted  for  the  convenience  of  the 
estate,  and  not  intended  to  limit  or  control,  or  to  render 
uncertain  or  conditional,  the  provision  in  her  favor ;  and  I 
think,  moreover,  that  the  case  is  within  the  spirit*of  the 
authorities  which  have  been  referred  to  by  the  counsel  for 
the  appellant.  To  these  may  be  added,  for  the  purpose  of 
presenting  an  early  and  a  recent  case,  The  Attorney  General 
agt.  Parkins,  {Ambler,  566,)  and  Colvelle  agt.  Middleton^ 
(3  Keman,  570  ;)  and  also  for  a  recognition  of  the  doctrine 
in  this  court,  Teft  agt.  Porter,  (4  Seld.,  516,)  Giddings  agt. 
Seward,  (16  Jf.  Y.  R.,  365,)  De  J^olblach  agt.  Oster,  (3 
Kernan,  104-5.) 

I  see  no  reason  for  interfering  with  or  attempting  to 
regulate  the  discretion  of  the  trustees  upon  the  subject  of 
the  sale  of  the  unproductive  or  the  unsafe,  property.  The 
right  of  the  widow  to  the  annuity  does  not,  in  my  opinion, 
depend  upon  such  sales.  The  trustees  should  be  guided 
by  the  circumstances  of  the  property  and  the  necessities  of 
the  estate.  There  are  not  sufficient  facts  before  us  to  show 
whether  at  present  a  sale  would  or  would  not  be  judicious. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court 
should  be  reversed,  and  of  entering  a  judgment  in  conformity 
with  the  foregoing  views,  to  be  settled  before  one  of  the 
judges. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Joseph  Hart  agt.  John  A.  Kennedy,  Thaddeus  C.  Datis 
and  De  Witt  C.  Smith. 

By  §.60  of  the  rules  of  the  commissioners  qf  the  Metropolitan  police,  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  passed  under  and  in  pursuance  of  27th  section  of  the  act  of  the 
legislature,  of  April,  1860,  it  is  provided  that  the  Buperintendont,  iiupeotOBS, 
captains  and  sergeants  of  police,  will  be  deemed  to  be  always  on  diUy. 

By  the  34th  section  of  the  act  of  April,  1860,  it  is  declared  that  <<  no  person  hold- 
ing office  under  this  act  shall  be  liable  to  military  or  jury  duty,  nor  to  arrest  on 
civil  process,  or  to  service  of  subpoenas  from  civil  courts,  whilst  actueUlyon  duty.^* 

Held,  that  the  60th  section  of  the  rules  of  the  oommissioners  must  be  considered  as 
a  mere  rule  or  matter  relating  to  discipline,  as  between  the  commissioners  and 
thoee  holding  office  under  them.  It  cannot  be  deemed  to  affect  in  any  manner 
the  rights  qf  third  parties  under  the  34th  section  of  the  act,  when  persons  hold- 
ing office  under  the  act  are  not  actually  on  duty. 

Though  they  may  be  deemed  to  be  on  duty,  yet  if  they  are  not  aetuaUy  on  dfuty, 
these  offioen  are  liable  to  arrest  and  to  be  served  with  subpemas. 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  March,  1863. 

Sutherland,  Ingraham  and  Olerke,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  an  order  at  special  term  vacating  and  dis- 
charging an  order  of  arrest.  The  facts  will  appear  in  the 
opinions  of  the  court. 

By  the  court,  Sutherland,  J.  This  is  an  action  for  two 
several  alleged  illegal  arrests  and  false  imprisonments  of 
the  plaintiff  by  the  defendants. 

The  defendant  Kennedy  is  the  superintendent,  the 
defendant  Davis  a  captain,  and  the  defendant  Smith  a 
patrolman  of  the  Metropolitan  police. 

An  order  of  arrest  was  granted  by  a  justice  of  this 
court,  holding  the  defendants  to  bail,  each  in  the  sum  of 
$1,000. 

This  order  of  arrest  was,  on  motion  of  the  defendants, 
by  an  order  made  at  i^pecial  term,  vacated  and  discharged 
as  to  the  defendants  Kennedy  and  Davis,  and  modified  as 
to  the  defendant  Smith,  by  reducing  the  amount  of  bail 
required  of  him  to  $250. 
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The  case  comes  before  us  by  the  appeal  of  the  plaintiff 
from  the  order  vacating  and  discharging  the  order  of 
arrest  as  to  the  defendants  Kennedy  and  Davis,  and  modi- 
fying it  as  to  the  other  defendant. 

I  infer  from  the  papers  that  neither  of  the  defendants 
had  been  arrested  when  the  order  vacating  and  modifying 
the  order  of  arrest  was  made ;  that  the  return  day  of -the 
order  of  arrest  as  originally  granted  had  been  extended 
by  an  order,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  defendants 
to  make  the  motion  to  vacate  the  order  before  the  defend- 
ants should  be  arrested. 

By  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  act  passed  April 
10,  1860,  to  amend  the  Metropolitan  police  act,  passed 
April  15,  185T,  the  commissioners  of  the  Metropolitan 
police,  "  in  furtherance  of  the  police  government  of  the 
said  Metropolitan  police  district,  and  for  the  promoting 
and  perfecting  the  police  discipline  of  spbordinates  and 
of  the  members  of  the  Metropolitan  police  force,  are 
empowered  to  enact,  modify  and  repeal,  from  time  to 
time,  rules  and  regulations  of  general  discipline,  wherein, 
in  addition  to  such  other  provisions  as  may  be  deemed 
expedient  by  said  commissioners,  there  shall  be  particu- 
larly defined,  enumerated  and  distributed  the  powers  and 
duties  of  the  superintendent  of  police  force,  and  of  the 
inspectors  and  captains  of  police  force,  etc.,  provided  that 
such  rules  or  regulations  shall  not  conflict  with  any  of  the 
provisions  of  this  amended  act,  or  with  the  constitution 
of  the  United  States,  or  of  this  state." 

By  the  thirty-fourth  section  of  the  same  act  it  is  declared 
that  ''no  person  holding  office  under  this  act  shall  be 
liable  to  military  or  jury  duty,  nor  to  arrest  on  civil  pro- 
cess, or  to  service  of  subpoenas  from  civil  courts,  whilst 
actually  on  duty." 

It  appears  from  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant  Kennedy 
in  this  case,  that  under  section  twenty-seven  of  said  act 
the  commissioners  of  the  Metropolitan  police  enacted  or 
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passed  certain  rules  and  regulations  of  general  discipline, 
and  that  by  section  sixty  of  said  rules  it  was  provided 
that  the  superintendent,  inspectors,  captains  and  sergeants 
of  police  will  be  deemed  to  be  always  on  duty. 

It  appears  from  the  opinion  of  the  learned  justice  who 
made  the  order  at  special  term,  vacating  and  modifying 
the  order  of  arrest  in  this  case,  and  it  was  conceded  on 
the  argument  before  us,  that  the  order  of  arrest  was 
vacated  and  discharged  as  to  the  defendants  Kennedy 
and  Davis,  on  the*ground  that  the  one  was  the  superin- 
tendent and  the  other  a  captain  of  the  Metropolitan  police 
when  the  alleged  arrests  and  false  imprisonments  of  which 
the  plaintiff  complains  took  place,  and  that  being  such 
officers,  by  the  thirty-fourth  section  of  the  act,  and  the 
sixtieth  section  of  the  rules  and  regulations  enacted  or 
passed  by  the  commissioners  under  the  twenty-seventh 
section  of  the  act,  they  were  as  such  officers  free  from 
arrest  on  civil  process,  at  all  times  and  under  all  circum- 
stances. 

It  is  difficult  to  see  upon  what  other  theory  the  order 
vacating  the  order  of  arrest  as  to  the  defendants  Kennedy 
and  Davis,  and  modifying  and  retaining  it  as  to  the  de- 
fendant Smith,  could  have  been  made. 

It  is  plain  that  it  was  an  error  to  vacate  and  discharge 
the  order  as  to  the  defendants  Kennedy  and  Davis  on 
this  ground. 

The  thirty-fourth  section  of  the  act,  by  declaring  that 
no  person  holding  office  under  the  act  shall  be  liable  to 
arrest-  on  civil  process,  or  to  service  of  subpoenas,  etc., 
whilst  actually  on  duty,  plainly  impliedly  declares  that 
persons  holding  office  under  the  act  shall  be  liable  to 
arrest  on  civil  process  or  to  service  of  subpoenas,  etc., 
whilst  not  actually  on  duty. 

This  section  impliedly  declares  that  no  person  holding 
office  under  the  act  shall  be  deemed  to  be  actually  on  duty 
at  all  times  and  under  all  circumstances,  so  as  never  to 
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be  liable  to  arrest  or  service  of  subpoena  whilst  holding 
the  office. 

The  police  commissioners  had  no  powar  under  the 
twenty-seventh  section  of  the  act  to  enact  any  rule  or 
regulation  in  conflict  with  the  thirty-fourth  section.  The 
twenty-seventh  section  contains  an  express  proviso  to  that 
effect,  and  independent  of  such  proviso  they  would  have 
had  no  power  to  enact  or  pass  a  by-law  or  regulation 
inconsistent  with  an  express  provision  of  the  act  con- 
ferring on  them  their  powers. 

Sut  I  do  not  think  the  sixtieth  section  of  the  rules  or 
regulations  enacted  by  the  commissioners  was  intended 
to  interfere  with  the  thirty-fourth  section  of  the  act.  It 
was  intended  to  be,  and  is,  a  mere  rule  or  matter  relating 
to  discipline,  as  between  the  commissioners  and  those 
holding  office  under  them.  It  was  not  intended,  and  can- 
not be  deemed  to  affect  in  any  manner  the  rights  of  third 
parties  under  the  thirty-fourth  section  of  the  act,  when 
persons  holding  office  under  the  act  are  not  actually  on 
duty. 

It  would  be  an  extraordinary  thing  to  hold,  that  the 
superintendent  or  a  captain  of  the  -Metropolitan  police 
can  at  no  time  or  under  any  circumstances  be  served  with 
a  subpoena,  or  compelled  to  appear  and  testify  in  a  civil 
court;  and  yet  the  thirty-fourth  section  of  the  act  places 
the  same  restriction  on  the  right  to  subpoena  as  it  does 
on  the  right  to  arrest. 

The  order  at  special  term  should  be  reversed,  so  far  as 
it  vacated  the  order  of  arrest  as  to  the  defendants  Ken- 
nedy and  Davis ;  but  I  do  not  see  why  the  other  part  of 
the  order  should  not  be  affirmed. 

Clebke,  J.  The  judge  at  special  term  gave  no  effect 
whatever  to  the  sixtieth  section  of  the  general  rules 
adopted  by  the  commissioners,  declaring  that  the  super- 
intendent, inspectors,  captains  and  sergeants  shall  ''be 
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deemed  always  on  duty."  It  is  emphatically  denied  in 
the  opinion,  delivered  at  the  special  term,  that  any  rale 
or  regulation  of  the  commissioners  can  interfere  with  the 
right  of  a  court  of  justice  to  determine  the  fact  according 
to  the  evidence. 

But  it  was  contended  that,  from  the  nature  and  extent 
of  the  duties  of  the  superintendent  and  captains,  the  state- 
ments in  the  affidavit  of  Kennedy  must  be  assumed  as  true, 
"  that  he  has  always  since  his  appointment  as  superintend- 
ent of  police  been,  and  ever  is,  on  duty  as  such  superin- 
tendent at  all  times  of  the  day  and  night,"  and  that  *^all 
the  captains  i^  his  district  are  also  on  duty  at  all  times, 
day  and  night,  without  intermission."  It  was  thought 
that  this  should  be  assumed  until  the  contrary  be  shown; 
80  that,  after  this  positive  statement,  the  burden  of 
proof  should  devolve  on  the  plaintiflF  to  show  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  arrest  on  civil  process,  the  party  arrested, 
if  the  superintendent  or  a  captain,  was  engaged  in  some 
pursuit  of  business  or  pleasure  not  within  the  sphere  of 
his  public  duties. 

In  the  language  of  the  opinion  below,  **  the  patrolmen 
have  certain  intervals  of  remission  from  duty  fixed  and 
known,  during  which  they  are  not  liable  to  duty ;  but  this 
can  scarcely  be  affirmed  of  the  superintendent.  No  doubt 
he  has  certain  hours  for  takiug  his  meals  and  taking  sleep ; 
but,  as  he  has  a  general  and  unremitting  supervision  over 
the  operations  of  the  whole  force,  and  as  his  directions 
and  advice  in  a  city  like  this  may  be  necessary  at  any 
time,  he  is  liable  to  be  called  to  active  duty  at  any  hour 
of  the  day  or  night,  so  that  it  is  not  at  all  unreasonable 
to  say  that  he  is  always  actually  (though  not  actively) 
on  duty." 

In  such  a  case,  to  be  prepared  for  duty  is  to  be  on  duty. 
When,  either  in  his  office  or  in  his  house  devising  plans 
and  thinking  of  instructions  for  the  large  force  under  his 
command;  when  he  is  awaiting  applications  for  these 
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instructions,  ready  to  give  them  during  every  hour  of  the 
twenty-four,  if  required ;  and  when,  not  thus  engaged,  he 
is  visitihg  the  numerous  stations  in  the  city ;  I  repeat,  it 
is  not  at  all  unreasonable  to  acquiesce  in  his  sworn  state- 
ment, until  the  contrary  be  proved,  that  "he  is  at  all 
times  actually  on  duty."  It  would  indeed  be  erroneous 
to  hold  that  the  superintendent  or  a  captain  of  the  police 
cannot,  at  any  time  or  under  any  circumstances,  be  served 
with  a  subpcena  or  any  other  process.  On»a  careful  peru- 
sal of  the  opinion  of  the  judge  at  special  term,  I  cannot 
discover  that  he  held  any  such  thing.  But  he  did  hold, 
that  those  endeavoring  to  compel  a  superintendent  or 
captain  to  appear  and  testify*  or  those  at  whose  suit  he 
is  arrested  in  civil  process,  should  show  that  he  was 
otherwise  engaged  than  on  duty  at  the  time  of  the  ser- 
vice of  the  process;  the  clear  presumption  being,  from 
the  nature  and  extent  of  his  duties,  and  from  his  own 
sworn  statement,  that,  like  the  sentinel  in  his  sentry-box, 
he  is  always  actually  on  duty. 

I  think  that  a  regard  for  the  efficient  government  of  the 
police  force  of  this  populous  city,  and  a  desire  for  the 
public  safety  and  comfort  render  it  expedient  to  establish 
this  presumption  in  favor  of  the  superintendent  and  cap- 
tains, particularly  when  we  consider  that  it  is  only  raised 
in  the  case  of  a  provisional  remedy,  the  allowance  of  which, 
in  any  case,  rests  in  a  great  measure  in  the  sound  discre- 
tion of  the  judge,  who  may  refuse  it  altogether  if  he  thinks 
the  arrest  is  not  necessary  to  secure  the  presence  of  the 
defendant  to  answer  to  the  final  judgment  of  the  court. 
It  is  not  at  all  probable  that  a  public  officer  holding  a 
position  and  performing  duties,  like  those  of  the  super- 
intendent of  police,  will  not  render  himself  amenable  to 
any  process  which  may  be  issued  to  enforce  any  judgment 
that  may  be  rendered  against  him. 

Nevertheless,  I  am  not  in  favor  of  affirming  the  order 
of  the  special  term,  as  far  as  the  superintendent  and  cap- 
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tains  are  concerned.  No  arrest  of  these  persons  was  actu- 
ally made ;  the  motion  was  made  to  set  aside  the  order 
of  arrest — ^not  to  release  them  from  arrest. 

Therefore,  the  plaintiff  had  no  opportunity  of  having 
them  arrested  when  not  on  actual  duty,  so  that  the  prin- 
ciples on  which  the  decision  of  the  special  term  is  founded 
are  not  applicable  to  the  present  motion. 

The  order  at  special  term  should  be  reversed  so  far  as 
it  vacated  the  i)rder  of  arrest  as  to  the  defendants  Ken- 
nedy and  Davis,  but  should  be  affirmed  as  to  the  other 
defendant. 

Ingraham,  J.  I  concur  in  reversing  the  order  below 
as  to  Kennedy  and  Davis. 

The  commissioners  may  have  power  by  rules  to  provide 
that,  for  reasons  of  their  own,  officers  in  their  employ 
shall  be  deemed  always  on  duty;  but  no  such  regulation 
can  alter  the  meaning  of  the  terms  used  in  the  statute, 
"actually  on  duty."  Though  they  may  be  deemed  to  be 
on  duty,  yet,  if  they  are  not  actually  on  duty,  the  officers 
are  liable  to  arrest,  and  to  be  served  with  subpoenas.  We 
must  look  at  the  object  of  the  provision  to  ascertain  the 
intent  of  the  legislature.  That  Evidently  was  to  prevent 
an  arrest,  etc.,  while  the  officer  was  actually  discharging 
his  public  duties,  so  as  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  arrest- 
ing one  of  their  officers  while  actually  in  the  public  employ. 
But  wten  some  other  officer  has  temporarily  taken  his 
place,  it  cannot  be  said  that  he  is  actually  on  duty, 
although  for  police  purposes  they  provide  that  they  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  so. 

The  reduction  of  the  bail  by  the  j;istice  at  chambers 
was  a  matter  of  discretion,  frith  which,  under  ordinary 
circumstances,  we  do  not  interfere. 
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NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Matilda  G.  Gray,  administratrix,  &o.  agt.  John  Cook,  Jr., 
administrator,  &o. 

An  order  or  deeree  of  the  oonrt,  entered  after  trial  on  a  referenee,  that  the  plaintiff 
have  judgment  for  a  oertain  amount  against  the  defendant  as  administiator,  and 
that  he  pay  said  moneys  into  ooart*  to  await  the  further  order  qfthe  court,  and 
to  be  distributed  according  to  law,  is  a  final  judgment  against  the  defendant 
as  between  the  parties.  * 

The  defendant  may  be  proceeded  against  npon  sueh  judgment  by  execution  to  col- 
lect such  moneys,  under  §  285  of  the  Code ;  but  a  proceeding  by  an  order,  as  for  a 
contempt  and  attachment  against  him,  is  unauthorized. 

Where  a  copy  of  a  decree  or  judgment,  for  the  payment  of  money,  is  seired  on  the 
defendant  without  any  demand  for  payifkent  being  made,  he  cannot  be  conyicted 
as  of  a  contempt  in  not  paying  over  the  money — ^there  must  be  a  demand  and 
refusal,  to  authorize  proceedings  for  a  contempt. 

Special  Termj  January^  1863. 

The  parties  were  this  day  heard  on  the  matter  of  the 
alleged  contempt  of  the  defendant,  in  not  paying  into  court 
the  sum  of  money  which  he  was  so  ordered  to  pay  by  the 
judgment  or  an  order  made  in  this  action,  on  the  12th  of 
December,  1859. 

That  contains,  among  others,  these  provisions,  viz :  '*  It 
is  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  and  decreed  that  the 
plaintiff  have  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  said  sum 
of  $6,259.39,  with  interest  thereon  from  said  2d  day  of  June, 
1859,  together  with  $133.47,  costs  of  this  action,  and  an 
allowance  of  $200  dollars;  and  that  John  Cook,  Jr.,  do 
forthwith  pay  said  moneys  into  court  to  await  the  further 
order  of  the  court,  and  to  be  distributed  according  to  law." 

It  was  entered  in  an  action  after  a  trial  of  it  upon  plead- 
ings and  proofs,  and  a  decision  thereupon  by  the  court, 
that  the  defendant  should  Account  for  the  moneys  alleged 
in  the  complaint  to  have  been  received  by  him ;  and  that 
he  had  received  them  as  administrator  of  an  estate  of  which 
the  plaintiff  was  also  administratrix ;  and  after  the  report 
of  a  referee,  appointed  ,to  take  an  account  of  the  balance 
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of  the  moneys  in  defendant's  hands,  which  he  had  thus  re- 
ceived, had  been  made  and  confirmed,  stating  such  balance 
to  be  the  sum  for  which  judgment  is  given.  This  judgment 
or  order  disposes,  as  between  these  parties,  of  every  issue 
made  by  the  pleadings. 

A  certified  copy  of  this  order  or  judgment  was  served  on 
the  defendant  personally  on  the  26th  of  June,  1860,  with  a 
notice  dated  December  24th,  1859,  that  it  was  a  '*  certified 
copy  of  a  decree  made  in  within  entitled  action,  on  which 
decree  judgment  was  this  day  rendered." 

No  demand  or  request  has  been  made  of  the  defendant 
that  he  should  pay  such  money  into  court  or  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  he  has  not  paid  any  part  of  it,  and  is  insolvent  and 
was  when  the  judgment  was  entered. 

An  attachment  was  issued  against  the  defendant  to 
answer  to  an  alleged  contempt  in  not  having  paid  said 
money.  He  was  arrested,  and  has  answered  interrogatories 
filed  and  served  upon  him ;  and  the  interrogatories,  answers 
and  affidavits,  on  which  the  attachment  issued,  show  the 
facts  to  be  as  above  stated. 

P.  G.  GAh^iv,  for  plaintiff. 
B.  C.  Thayeb, /or  defendant. 

Bos  WORTH,  Ch.  Justice.  The  decision  of  the  12th  of 
December,  1859,  is  a  judgment.  It  is  the  final  detemina- 
tion  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  this  action.  {Code^ 
^  245.)  No  questions,  as  between  them,  are  reserved  for 
further  consideration  or  left  open.  The  plaintiff  insists  it 
is  an  order,  because  it  requires  the  defendant  to  pay  the 
moneys  into  court  to  await  the  further  order  of  the  court, 
and  to  be  distributed  according  to  law.  The  decision 
made  allows  to  the  defendant  his  commissions  on  the  moneys 
received,  and  he  has  no  right,  in  reference  to  the  moneys  to 
be  paid,  nor  any  duty  to  perform,  except  to  pay  the  amount 
for  which  judgment  is  ordered.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
Vol.  XXIV.  28 
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allegation  or  proofs  before  me  suggestiDg  any  matter  affect- 
ing these  moneys,  which  can  become  a  subject  of  litigation 
between  these  parties.  The  judgment  itself,  neither  in  terms 
nor  by  the  import  of  its  provisions,  suggests  the  existence 
of  any  matter  of  further  litigation.  I  therefore  regard  it  a 
judgment  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code. 

It  directs  the  payment  of  money  and  only  that,  and  sec- 
tion 285  prescribes  the  mode  of  enforcing  it.  Although  a 
judgment  may  require  the  performance  of  acts  specified  in 
it,  yet  if  it  also  requires  the  payment  of  money,  it  may  be 
enforced  in  that  respect  by  execution ;  ^  285  so  declares. 
But  this  judgment  requires  nothing  besides  the  payment  of 
money ;  and  if  an  execution  can  issue  to  collect  it,  that  is 
the  only  proceeding  that  can  be  resorted  to,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  compel  payment. 

Proceedings  cannot  be  had  under  2  it.  S.,  {5tk  ed,,)  849, 
^  1,  sub,  3,  because  .that,  in  terms,  excludes  all  cases  where 
by  law  execution  can  be  awarded  for  the  collection  of  the 
sum  ordered  to  be  paid.  It  excludes  them,  because  this 
remedy  "  for  the  non-payment  of  any  sum  of  money  ordered 
by  such  court "  is  authorized  only  "  in  cases  where  by  law 
execution  cannot  be  awarded  for  the  collection'  of  such 
sum." 

No  authority  for  this  proceeding  is  found  in  section  4, 
(id.,  850,)  for  that  applies  only  to  a  "  rule  or  order  of 
court." 

Another  fatal  objection  is,  that  no  demand  has  been  made 
of  the  defendant  to  pay  the  money  to  the  plaintiff  or  into 
court.  Under  §4  o/  3  B.  S.,  5th  ed.,  and  §285  of  the 
Code,  there  must  have  been  a  refusal  to  comply  with  the 
order,  to  justify  a  conviction  as  for  a  contempt.  {Lorton 
agt  Seaman,  9  Paige  R.,  609.) 

The  judgment  was  entered  on  the  12th  December,  1859, 
and  a  copy  of  it  was  served  on  the  26th  of  June,  1860,  with 
a  notice  that  it  was  a  certified  copy  of  a  decree  entered  on 
the  24th  of  December,  1859.    No  other  notice  nor  any  de- 
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mand  accompanied  the  service,  and  no  demand  of  payment 
Las  since  been  made. 

The  decree  having  been  served,  and  not  having  been  per- 
formed, there  has  been  a  neglect  to  obey  it;  but  it  cannot 
be  said  that  there  has  been  a  refusal  to  obey  it,  when^per- 
formance  of  its  requirements  has  not  been  requested. 

The  necessary  conclusion  from  these  views  is,  that  the 
defendant  is  not  guilty  of  the  misconduct  alleged  against 
him. 

I  think  the  plaintiff  has  proceeded  in  good  faith,  but 
under  erroneous  views  of  her  rights. 

Nothing  was  said  on  the  question  of  costs,  as  to  which 
the  parties  may  be  heard  on  the  settlement  of  the  order  to 
be  entered. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

William  G.  "Sands,  Receiver  of  the  -<Etna  Insurance  Com- 
pany, of  Utica,  respondent  agt.  Bradley  Tillinghast, 
appellant. 

The  Same,  respondent  agt.  John  Griffiths,  appellant. 

The  <<aot  to  faoilitate  the  closing  np  of  inflolyent  and  disBolved  mutual  uumraoco 
companiei^'^  pasied  April  21,  1802,  is  not  unconstitutumal,  tm  impairing  the 
right  of  trial  &y  jury.  A  compuUory  r^erenee,  therefore,  may  be  ordered  in 
these  cases. 

Broome  General  Term,  January ,  1863. 
-  Present,  Balgom,  Campbell  and  Parker,  Justices, 

Appeal  from  orders  made  at  chambers  appointing  a 
referee  in  these  proceedings. 

The  receiver  of  the  Mine,  Insurance  Company,  after 
personal  demand  of  payment  of  notes  made  to  said  com- 
pany, and  refusal  to  pay  the  same,  applied  to  Mr.  Justice 
Campbell  under  the  act  entitled  "An  act  to  facilitate  the 
closing  up  of  insolvent  and  dissolved  Mutual  Insurance 
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Oompanies,"  passed  April  21,  1862,  to  appoint  a  referee 
to  hear  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  the  parties. 

The  leading  point  against  the  application  was  that  the 
said  act  was  unconstitutional, -as  impairing  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury. 

Orders  were  made  and  entered  with  the  clerk  of  Che- 
nango, appointing  a  referee,  from  which  orders  an  appeal 
was  had  to  the  general  term  in  the  sixth  district. 

The  appeal  was  argued  at  the  November  term,  1862, 
and  decided  at  the  January  term,  1863. 

Wabd  Httnt,  for  the  appellants. 
Henbt  B.  Myoatt,  for  the  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Parker,  Justice.  The  principal  question 
presented  in  these  cases  is,  whether  the  provisions  of  the 
act  entitled  ''An  act  to  facilitate  the  closing  up  of  insol- 
vent and  dissolved  Mutual  Insurance  Companies,''  passed 
April  21, 1862,  {Sess.  Laws,  1862,  p.  743,)  by  which  parties 
controverting  any  demand  made  against  them  by  receivers 
of  such  companies,  may  be  compelled  to  a  submission  of 
such  controversies  to  the  decision  of  a  referee,  to  the 
exclusion  of  a  jury,  is  constitutional. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendants  that  it  is  in  conflict 
with  section  two  of  article  one  of  the  constitution  of  this 
state,  which  is  as  follows ;  *'  The  trial  by  jury,  in  all  cases 
in  which  it  has  been  heretofore  used,  shall  remain  invio- 
late forever,"  etc. ;  that  the  alleged  liability  of  the  de- 
fendants being  upon  promissory  notes,  the  question  of 
their  liability,  under  the  ordinary  defences  which  they 
may  set  up,  belongs  to  that  class  of  cases  in  which  trial 
by  jury  has  been  heretofore  used,  and  hence  that  it  is  not 
'Competent  for  the  legislature  to  deprive  them  of  that 
right  thus  guaranteed  by  the  constitution.     . 

The  plaintijEF's  counsel  replies  that  references  as  broad 
as  those  provided  by  this  act  were  sanctioned  by  statute 
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and  practiced  long  before  and  np  to  the  time  of  the  adop- 
tion of  the  present  constitution,  and  refers  to  the  provi- 
sions contained  in  the  Revised  Laws  of  1813,  similar  to 
those  in  this  act,  (1  Rev,  LawSy  161,  ^  16,)  which  are  carried 
into  the  Revised  Statutes,  (2  JR.  S.,  45,  §  19,  1*^  cd.,)  and 
were  the  law  in  1846,  when  the  constitution  was  adopted, 
and  also  refers  to  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
in  the  article  relating  to  the  voluntary  dissolution  of 
insolvent  corporations,  giving  receivers  the  same  powers 
conferred  by  law  upon  trustees  of  insolvent  debtors, 
(2  R.  S.J  469,  §§68,  73,)  including  the  power  to  compel 
references  in  any  controversies  which  shall  arise  between 
them  and  creditors  or  debtors  of  the  corporation. 

These  references  show  that,  as  the  law  stood  when  the 
constitution  was  adopted,  the  persons  representing  insol- 
vent debtors  might,  instead  of  bringing  suits  in  court  to 
settle  controversies  between  themselves  and  the  debtors 
of  the  insolvent,  compel  references  of  such  controversies 
to  referees,  and  that  receivers  of  insolvent  corporations 
might  in  the  same  manner  compel  references  of  contro 
versies  between  themselves  and  the  debtors  of  the  corpo- 
rations. 

The  powers  conferred  on  receivers  by  the  act  in  ques- 
tion are  very  similar  to  those  conferred  on  trustees  of 
insolvent  debtors,  and  receivers  of  insolvent  corporations^ 
by  the  Revised  Statutes ;  and  it  may  with  truth  be  said, 
that  in  cases  like  this  now  before  the  court,  the  trial  by 
jury  had  not  **  been  heretofore  used  "  as  the  only  mode 
of  trial ;  but  that  trial  by  referees  was  also  a  mode  of 
trial  in  use  and  authorized. 

An  action  involving  the  examination  of  a  long  account 
might  be  tried  by  a  jury  or  by  referees  under  the  law  as 
it  existed  at  the  adoption  of  the  constitution.  Hence,  a 
reference  in  such  cases  is  constitutional.  Xeeagt.  Tillot" 
son,  (24  W.  J?.,  337,)  Judge  Cowen  said  in  that  case  "but 
the  seventh  article  (§2)  of  our  constitution  declares  that 
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*the  trial  by  jury,  in  all  cases  in  which  it  has  been  here- 
tofore used,  shall  remain  inviolate  forever,'  and  the  case 
before  us  is  supposed  not  to  come  within  the  exception. 
It  is  a  satisfactory  answer,  however,  that  references  as 
broad  as  that  now  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  were 
sanctioned  by  statute,  and  practiced  by  the  courts  long 
before  the  adoption  of  the  constitution." 

The  same  may  be  said  in  answer  to  the  objection  made 
to  this  statute. 

I  am  of  the. opinion  that  it  is  not  in  conflict  with  the 
constitution,  and  that  the  orders  appealed  from  should 
be  alBSirmed  with  costs. 


SUPREME  OOUET. 
John  F.  Butterworth,  receiver,  etc.  agt.  James  O'Brien. 

The  right  of  action  to  olaimB  for  dividendt  improperly  dedared  by  an  iosolTVit 
baftking  oorporation  is  in  the  creditors  and  not  in  the  reoeiTer. 

Where  the  complaint  by  the  receiyer  arorred  that  the  defendant  (former  president 
of  the  bank)  need  fictitious  notes  in  lieo  of  money  of  the  bank,  whieh  he  fraudu- 
lently used  and  disposed  of,  and  that  snoh  notes  were  among  the  assets  of  the  bank, 

Seld,  that  these  facts,  if  proven,  would  be  sufficient  to  put  the  defendant  on  hi* 
defence,  and  showed  a  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the  receiver. 

Under  the  late  decisions  in  the  court  of  appeals,  courts  of  original  jurisdic^on  are 
noi  to  pay  any  attention  to  forms,  if  they  can  find  in  the  oomplaint  any  allega- 
tions which,  under  any  yiew  of  them,  may  give  the  plaintiff  a  right  to  recover. 
(Ergo,  hooks  of  forms  must  be  considered  as  calculated  to  mislead  and  corpus.) 

This  action  is  brought  hj  the  receiver  of  the  Island 
City  Bank  against  the  defendant,  who  was  president  and 
director,  to  recover  from  him  certain  moneys  for  wrongful 
acts  charged  against  him. 

The  defendant  answered  to  the  complaint,  denying  all 
the  allegations  made  against  him. 

The  case  was  referred  and  the  referee  has  dismissed  the 
complaint  as  insufficient  and  containing  no  cause  of  action. 
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By  the  court,  Ingraham,  J.  The  referee  was  clearly 
right  as  to  all  the  causes  stated  in  the  complaint,  except- 
ing that  contained  in  the  fourth  clause  of  the  complaint. 

The  claim  for  dividends  improperly  declared  belongs  to 
creditors  and  not  to  the  receiver.  The  right  of  action  is 
in  them,  and  the  receiver  cannot  collect  such  moneys  for 
the  benefit  of  stockholders.  Nor  was  it  a  cause  of  action, 
that  such  dividends  were  paid  to  persons  who  were  in- 
debted to  the  bank. 

The  allegation  that  the  defendant  parted  with  notes  of 
the  bank  as  security  for  loans  made  to  him  in  the  name 
of  the  bank,  without  an  averment  that  anything  was  due 
to  the  bank,  or  that  the  loans  had  not  been  paid^  showed 
no  cau^e  of  action  against  the  defendant. 

In  the  fourth  clause  of  the  complaint  it  is  averred  that 
the  defendant  used  fictitious  notes  in  lieu  of  money  of  the 
bank,  which  was  fraudulently  used  and' disposed  of  by  the 
defendant  ]  that  such  notes  were  among  the  assets  of  the 
bank,  and  amounted  to  $27,000. 

Under  the  ruling  of  the  referee  we  must  consider  these 
allegations  to  be  admitted,  and  then  we  have  the  follow* 
ing  as  facts : 

That  the  defendant  put  in  the  bank  two  notes  signed 
by  a  fictitious  drawer;  that  the  notes  were  used  by  the 
defendant  in  lieu  of  so  much  money  of  the  bank;  that  the 
money  was  fraudulently  disposed  of  by  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  notes  are  now  among  the  assets  of  the  bank.  It 
appears  to  me  that  these  facts,  if  proven,  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  put  the  defendant  on  his  defence.  The  posses* 
sion  of  the  notes  by  the  receiver  is  presumptive  that  the 
moneys  have  not  been  repaid.  If  paid,  the  onus  is  on  the 
defendant  to  show  it.  If  the  notes  were  the  defendant's^ 
there  would  be  no  doubt  of  sufficient  facts  to  make  out 
the  plaintiff's  case.  If  the  notes  were  fictitious,  quite  as 
good  a  cause  of  action  exists  against  him.     The  claim  is 
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also  one  which  would  beloag  to  the  receiver,  and  may  be 
collected  by  him. 

The  complaint  as  to  this  claim,  as  well  as  to  the  others, 
is  very  loosely  and  informally  drawn,  and  may  subject 
the  plaintiff  to  a  motion  to  have  it  made  more  specific ; 
but,  under  the  present  system,  is  not  so  bad  as  to  be 
demurrable,  so  far  as  relates  to  this  clause. 

In  fact,  under  the  late  decisions  in  the  court  of  appeals, 
we  are  not  to  pay  any  attention  to  forms  if  we  can  find 
in  the  complaint  any  allegations  which,  under  any  view 
of  thiem,  may  give  the  plaintiff  a  right  to  recover. 

I  think  the  referee  erred  in  this  respect,  and  that  the 
judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Olerke,  J.,  concurred. 

SuTHEBLAND,  P.  J.  I  disscut;  I  think  the  judgment 
below  should  be  affirmed. 

It  does  not  belong  to  the  plaintiff  or  receiver  to  correct 
or  prosecute  for  the  frauds  and  illegal  acts  complained 
of  in  the  complaint. 

The  other  grounds  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  referee 
appear  to  me  also  to  justify  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 

David  H.  Gould  agt.  E.  B.  Ga6er,Wm.  P.  Libby  and  others. 
Same  agt.  Wm.  A.  Woodward,  William  P.  Libbt  and  others. 
Same  agt.  Henry  Mathews,  William  P.  Libby  and  others. 
Same  agt.  Alice  C.  Lawler,  William  P.  Libby  and  others. 
Same  agt.  Clement  Kain,  William  F.  Libby  and-  others. 

a  »aU  qf  fnortgaged  premUes  v>iU  be  set  aside  where  the  owner  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  appealed  in  good  faith  from  the  judgment  of  foreclosure  of  the  county 
court,  but  owing  to  imperfect  justific€Uions  qf  his  sureties  in  the  undortakings 
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given  on  the  appeal,  the  eale  mm  not  Btojrod*  and  the  phdntur  prooeeded  and  sold 
the  premues,  without  notioe  to  the  owner  or  return  of  the  undertaliings,  bidding 
off  the  same  himself  or  by  his  agent  for  one -third  less  than  their  real  yalue,  and 
taking  a  deeree  against  the  owner  for  the  balanee* 

Brooklyn  General  Term,  February,  1863. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  the  decision  of  the  county  court 
of  EiDgs  county,  granting  an  order  for  a  re-sale  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  in  this  case. 

D.  P.  Barnard  and  W.  M.  Ingraham, /or  plaintiff. 
J.  W.  Gilbert, /or  W.  P.  Libby. 

Brown,  Justice.  The  court  will  not  interfere  and  set 
aside  a  sale  under  a  judgment  or  decree  of  foreclosure  for 
mere  inadequacy  of  price.  But  where  there  has  been  fraud 
or  collusion,  or  the  parties  having  an  interest  as  owners 
or  creditors  have  been  prevented  from  attending  the  sale 
by  the  representations  of  the  master  or  referee,  or  by  sick- 
ness or  inevitable  accident,  then  it  will  exercise  its  power 
and  order  a  re-sale.  In  Collier  agt.  Whipple,  (13  Wendell, 
224,)  a  re-sale  was  granted  and  affirmed  on  appeal,  upon 
the  groimd  that  the  judgment  creditors  were  prevented  from 
attending  the  sale  in  consequence  of  impressions  received 
by  their  agent,  from  a  conversation  with  the  master,  that 
the  sale  would  not  take  place.  In  Tripp  agt.  Cook,  (24 
Wend.,  143,)  it  was  held  that  a  re-sale  will  be  ordered 
where  the  mortgaged  premises  have  been  sold  below  their 
real  value,  and  bought  in  by  the  mortgagee,  if  the  mort- 
gagor or  those  representing  his  interest  have  been^  misled 
by  the  mortgagee,  or  even  by  a  third  person  in  reference 
to  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage,  and  in  consequence  do 
not  attend  the  sale.  In  Requa  agt.  Rea,  (2  Paige,  339,) 
a  re-sale  was  ordered,  because  the  master,  mistaking  his 
duty,  sold  the  premises  for  $1,000  to  a  purchaser  who  was 
aware  at  the  time  that  the  master  had  written  instructions 
from  the  complainant's  solicitor  not  to  sell  for  less  than 
$2,600.    It  was  also  held  that  the  purchaser  at  such  a  sale 
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submits' himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  as  to  all 
matters  connected  with  the  sale.  In  Billington  agt.  Forbes 
and  Marshy  (10  Paige,  487,)  a  re-sale  was  ordered  where  a 
.  co-defendant  of  the  mortgagor  took  advantage  of  the  ab- 
sence of  the  latter  from  illness  and  prevented  a  postpone- 
ment of  the  sale,  and  then  became  the  purchaser  himself  at 
one- third  of  the  real  value  of  the  premises.  To  the  same 
effect  is  the  case  of  May  agt.  May,  (11  Pdig-c,  201.)  The 
papers  disclosed  improper  interference  and  management  to 
prevent  competition  at  the  sale,  and  the  chancellor  ordered 
a  re-sale  upon  the  application  of  a  judgment  creditor  who 
was  not  present  when  the  sale  was  eiSected.  (  Vide,  also, 
Dunning  agt.  Smith,  3  Johns.  Ch.  R.,  332 ;  Powell  «igt.  Tut- 
hUl,  3  Comst.  K,  396.) 

The  five  cases  in  favor  of  David  H.  Gould,  of  which  the 
titles  are  given  above,  were  actions  brought  in  the  county 
court  of  Kings  county,  each  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  upon 
premises  in  Brooklyn.  William  P.  Libby  was  not  the  mort- 
gagor in  either,  but  he  was  made  a  party  as  the  owner  of 
the  equity  of  redemption  in  each  case.  The  complaints 
charged  that  he  had  assumed  and  become  personally  charge- 
able with  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debts,  and  on  that 
account  the  complaints  prayed  in  addition  to  the  usual 
relief  a  judgment  against  him  personally  for  the  deficiency. 
This  claim  was  put  in  issue  and  resisted  by  the  defendant 
Libby,  and  upon  the  trial,  judgment  was  rendered  against 
him.  He  thereupon  appealed  to  the  supreme  court  on  the 
1st  of  August,  1861.  These  appeals  were  regular  in  all 
respects,  and  were  designed  by  him  to  operate  as  a  stay  of 
all  the  proceedings  in  the  actions  until  the  appeals  could 
be  heard  and  determined.  They  did  not  have  that  effect, 
however,  in  consequence  solely  of  the  affidavits  of  justifica- 
tion of  the  sureties  to  the  undertakings  being  in  the 
amounts  stated  therein,  and  not  in  double  those  sums,  as 
required  by  the  practice.  The  undertakings,  with  these 
imperfect  affidavits  of  justification,  were  filed  and  served  on 
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the  let  day  of  August,  1861,  and  on  the  3d  of  that  month 
the  plain tiflF  proceeded  to  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises, 
Libby  not  being  present,  and  without  returning  the  under- 
takings or  intimating  to  him  or  his  attorney  the  defect 
which  he  must  have  observed.  In  the  first  named  action, 
the  property  was  struck  off  to  and  purchased  by  the  plain- 
tiff for  $500.  He  assigned  his  bid  to  one  Henry  I.  Powers 
for  $1,000,  and  the  referee  conveyed  the  premises  to  Powers, 
the  plaintiff  settling  with  the  referee  for  the  purchase 
money.  This  was  on  the  6th  of  August.  On  the  same  day 
judgment  was  entered  against  Libby  for  the  difference  of 
$1,953.69.  In  October  thereafter.  Powers  mortgaged  the 
premises  to  one  Philo  W.  Titus.  The  premises  in  the 
second  named  action  were  also  struck  off  to  and  purchased 
by  the  plaintiff  at  the  sale  for  $800.  On  the  5th  August 
he  also  sold  this  bid  to  one  Nicar  for  $1,000,  who,  on  the 
6th  of  August,  took  the  referee's  deed.  Judgment  in  this 
action  for  $1,645.88  deficiency  was  also  entered  against 
Libby.  In  the  third  named  action,  the  premises  were  pur- 
chased by  the  plaintiff  at  the  sale  for  the  sum  of  $500,  for 
which  he  took  the  referee'^  deed  on  the  6th  of  August,  and 
entered  his  judgment  against  Libby  for  $1,947.41,  the 
deficiency  therein.  In  the  fourth  entitled  action,  the  pre- 
mises were  bid  in  at  the  sale  by  the  plaintiff,  as  the  agent 
of  Edwin  A.  Brooks,  for  $500.  He  also  settled  the  consid- 
eration money  with  the  referee,  and  took  the  deed  to  Brooks 
,  August  the  5th.  Judgment  in  this  case  was  entered  against 
Libby  for  $1,945.88,  the  deficiency  therein.  In  the  fifth 
and  last  of  the  above  entitled  actions,  the  premises  were 
struck  off  to  and  purchased  by  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff, 
as  agent  of  one  Mary  B.  Jackson,  for  $600.  He  settled 
with  the  referee  for  the  purchase  money  on  the  day  of  the 
sale,  and  took  the  deed  to  her.  The  deficiency  in  this  ac- 
tion was  $1,850.22,  for  which  judgment  was  entered  against 
Libby.  Mary  B.  Jackson  afterwards  mortgaged  this  lot  to 
one  Gowenhoven.    Four  things  are  worthy  of  observation 
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here :  Ist.  Each  of  the  five  lots  were  bid  in  at  the  Bale  by 
the  plaintiflF,  or  by  his  attorney  in  the  actions,  for  himself 
or  as  the  agent  of  other  persons.  2d.  In  each  case  the 
plaintiff  or  his  attorney  settled  with  the  referee  for  the 
purchase  money.  3d.  The  deeds  were  all  executed  and 
delivered  on  or  before  the  6th  of  August,  within  three  days 
of  the  time  of  the  sale.  4th.  The  entire  proceeds  of  the 
sales  is  $2,900,  and  the  deficiency  for  which  judgments  are 
entered,  $9,313.08.  The  proof  as  to  the  value  of  the  mort^ 
gaged  premises  is,  as  usual^  conflicting;  but  there  are  two 
facts  of  some  significance  in  this  connection.  Libby  is  the 
purchaser  and  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  with  an 
agreement  to  pay  the  several  mortgage  debts,  as  the  plaintiff 
alleges.  And  as  a  part  of  the  papers  upon  which  the  county 
court  granted  the  order  to  re-sell,  there  is  the  o£for  of  Libby's 
brother,  who  is  thought  to  be  of  ample  ability,  to  bid  $1,500 
upon  each  lot  at  the  re-sale.  I  can  hardly  doubt  that  the 
property  was  sold  at  a  ruinous  sacrifice.  The  affidavits  of 
justification  were  amended  and  corrected  on  the  3d  of 
October,  1861,  under  an  order  of  the  county  court.  Libby 
then  moved  the  county  court  for  a  re-sale,  which  wag 
granted  upon  terms  from  which  the  plaintiff  has  appealed 
in  each  case  to  this  court. 

I  arrive  at  the  conclusion,  from  a  perusal  of  the  papers, 
that  Libby  intended  in  good  faith  to  bring  an  append  in 
each  of  these  actions — an  appeal  which  should  stay  the 
plaintiff's  proceedings  and  arrest  the  further  progress  of 
the  sale.  It  follows  as  a  corollary  to  this  proposition  that 
the  defect  in  the  affidavits  of  justification,  which  rendered 
the  appeals  ineffectual  to  stay  the  sale,  was  an  inadvert- 
ance — a  mere  accident,  a  thing  which  will  occasionally 
occur  in  the  present  transition  state  of  the  practice,  what- 
ever may  be  the  care  and  skill  employed.  The  defendant 
Libby  confided,  as  he  certainly  had  a  right  to  confide,  in 
the  efficacy  of  the  appeal  papers  to  stop  the  sale,  and  did 
not,  therefore,  attend  or  give  himself  any  concern  there- 
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with.  The  defect  in  the  papers  was  unknown  to  Libby, 
but  it  was  well  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  having  the  con- 
tract of  the  sale  he  was  armed  with  power  to  work  great 
mischief  to  his  adversary.  He  was  not  bound  under  any 
rule  of  practice  to  return  the  undertakings  as  insufficient, 
and  to  give  the  owner  of  the  property  notice  that  the  sale 
would  proceed.  The  question  is  not  so  much  what  he 
was  bound  to  do,  as  what  he  was  in  equity  and  good  faith 
bound  not  to  do.  His  only  legitimate  object  in  prosecuting 
the  actions  was  to  collect  hie  money.  He  knew  his  adver- 
sary was  laboring  under  a  delusion,  and  that  one  word  from 
him  would  make  him  aware  of  the  peril  and  danger  of  his 
position.  If  his  omission  to  speak  that  word  resulted  in 
irreparable  injury  to  his  adversary  and  large  'benefit  to 
himself,  he  cannot  complain  if  the  court  exerts  its  power  to 
redress  the  injury,  doing  him  no  wrong  at  the  same  time. 
In  Billington  agt.  Forbes  and  Marsh,  supra,  the  mortgagor 
was  unable  to  attend  the  sale  from  illness.  A  co-defendant 
interfered  and  prevented  a  postponement,  and  became  the 
purchaser  of  the  property  himself  at  one-third  of  its  real 
value,  and  a  re-sale  was  ordered.  In  this  case  the  owner 
of  the  property  was  not  physically  ill ;  he  was,  however, 
laboring  under  a  misapprehension,  a  delusion,  as  to  the  sale 
of  his  property.  This  was  well  known  to  the  plaintiff,  who, 
notwithstanding,  proceeded  with  the  sale  and  bid  in  the 
property  for  himself  and  others  at  one-third  of  its  real 
value.  The  two  cases  are  not  dissimilar  in  principle,  and 
the  one  should  be  open  to  the  same  relief  as  the  other. 
There  was  accident  and  surprise  upon  the  one  side,  and 
advantage  taken  of  it  upon  the  other,  and  unless  the  court 
can  afford  relief,  the  loss  will  be  irreparable.  I  am  influ- 
enced somewhat  by  the  haste  with  which  the  plaintiff  had 
the  conveyances  executed  and  the  sales  perfected,  and  by 
the  speed  with  which  others  became  interested  as  purcha- 
sers and  mortgagees.  It  looks  like  the  execution  of  a  pur- 
pose to  place  barriers  between  the  owner  and  the  relief  he 
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now  seeks.  The  circumstances  are  peculiar  and  unusual, 
certainly.  The  trannfers  and  charges  referred  to  form  no 
insurmountable  impediment  to  a  re-sale  of  the  property. 
The  persons  having  these  claims  are  not  purchasers  with- 
out notice,  so^  as  to  entitle  them  to  hold  against  the  equities 
of  the  owner.  All  the  lots  were  bid  in  by  the  plaintiff  and 
his  attorney,  either  for  the  plaintiff  or  the  others,  and  notice 
to  the  agent  is  notice  to  the  principal.  Besides,  purcha- 
sers under  a  judgment  or  decree  of  the  court  submit  them- 
selves to  its  jurisdiction  in  respect  to  the  property  pur- 
chased, and  take  it  subject  to  its  power  to  vacate  the  sale 
under  proper  limitations,  and  to  promote  the  ends  of  justice. 
The  orders  of  the  county  court  should  be  affirmed  and 
modified  so  as  to  protect  the  purchasers  at  the  sales  and  the 
subsequent  mortgagees,  and  insure  the  application  of  the 
proceeds  of  any  sales  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  to  be  made 
hereafter,  to  the  payment  of  the  moneys  advanced  by  them ; 
and  to  that  end  the  purchase  money  upon  such  sales  should 
be  held  and  not  distributed  until  the  further  order  of  the 
court,  and  with  leave  to  the  parties  interested  to  apply  for 
further  directions.  The  orders  to  be  settled  upon  notice 
by  the  justice  who  delivers  this  opinion. 
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appellant. 

It  wu  held  no  error  for  the  judge  at  the  trial  to  deny  a  motion  to  iUmUi  the  com- 
plaint,  where  the  application  was  made  during  the  progreee  of  the  examimUum 
of  a  teitnees;  and  where  the  application  appeared  in  the  donhle  eharaeter  of  an 
objection  to  evidence,  and  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  consideration  in  the 
agreement  upon  which  the  action  was  brought. 

It  was  also  held,  that  the  loritten  agreement  signed  bj  the  defendant,  on  which  the 
action  was  brought  in  this  ease,  taken  together  with  an  agreement  signed  at  the 
same  time  by  the  plaintiflf's  assignor,  was  not  void  under  the  statute;  eonstmed 
together  a  sufficient  consideration  was  expressed ;  and  it  could  not  be  treated  as 
an  undertaking  to  pay  the  debt  of  another. 
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Heard  General  Term,  January,  1863,  before  Moncrief  aiid 
MoNELL,  Justices,     Decided  January  31,  1863. 

Frederick  P.  Betts  &  Co.,  on  the  24th  day  of  Augnst, 
1861,  obtained  an  order  or  contract  from  the  United  States 
government  for  the  manufacture  and  delivery  to  the  govern- 
ment of  five  thousand  sets  of  military  equipments. 

Frederick  P.  Betts  &  Co.  proceeded  under  this  order  or 
contract,  and  manufactured  and  delivered  to  the  govern- 
ment, at  Governor's  Island,  a  large  portion  of  the  goods 
agreed  to  be  delivered  under  that  contract,  when,  on  the ' 
seventh  of  October,  1861,  Prederick  P.  Betts  &  Co.  sold 
out  to  the  defendant  all  their  assets,  including  the  equip- 
ments so  manufactured  and  delivered,  and  all  their  right, 
title  and  interest  under  their  contract,  for  the  sum  of 
$8,000,  which  Potter  had  previously  loaned  them,  and  an 
agreement  that  Potter  should  pay  the  debts  of  Prederick 
P.  Betts  &  Co. 

At  the  time  of  the  transfer  of  the  property  to  Potter,  on 
the  seventh  of  October,  the  firm  of  Prederick  P.  Betts  & 
Co.  were  indebted  to  H.  B.  Hart,  for  money  which  Hart 
had  previously  loaned  them  to  carry  on  this  business,  in 
the  sum  o<  $1,125,  for  which  Hart  held  the  firm  note; 
and,  as  collateral  security  for  its  payment,  he  also  held  at 
that  time  quartermasters'  receipts  for  fifty  cases  of  goods 
which  the  firm  of  Prederick  P.  Betts  &  Co.  had  delivered 
to  the  government  under  their  contract. 

On  the  tenth  day  of  October,  1861,  three  days  after 
Potter  bought  this  contract  and  property  of  Prederick  P. 
Betts  &  Co.,  and  while  the  contract  was  in  full  force,  for 
it  was  not  canceled  until  the  fourteenth  of  October,  he 
applied  to  Hart  to  get  these  receipts,  which  Hart  held  as 
collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  the  money  he  had 
loaneil.  Hart  agreed  to  give  Potter  the  collateral  receipts, 
upon  Potter's  giving  him  a  writing  to  pay  the  debt  due 
from  Prederick  P.  Betts  &  Co.  to  him,  and  Potter  gave 
him  the  agreement  upon  which  this  suit  is  brought,  and 
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took  the  receipts,  and  Hart  agreed  to  aid  Potter  in  getting 
the  goods  inspected  to  the  best  of  his  ability. 

Without  these  receipts  Potter  could  not  have  obtained 
possession  of  the  property  delivered,  nor  could  he  have 
obtained  the  certificates  therefor. 

The  agreement  upon  which  the  suit  is  brought  is  as 
follows : 

"New  York,  October  10th,  1861. 

I,  Samuel  B.  Potter,  agree  that  whenever  I  receive 
a  certificate  or  certificates  from  the  government  of  the 
United  States,  or  its  officers,  under  or  in  pursuance  of  a 
contract  between  Frederick  P.  Betts  &  Co.  and  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  for  the  making  and  delivery 
of  five  thousand  sets  of  military  equipments,  for  the  whole 
or  any  portion  of  the  sum  agreed  to  be  paid  by  said 
government,  or  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  the  property 
so  furnished,  then  I  will  deliver  to  said  H.  B.  Hart,  Esq., 
eleven  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars,  provided  I  receive 
certificates  to  that  amount,  which  is  in  consideration  that 
said  Hart  shall  aid  me  in  procuring  the  inspection  and 
acceptance  of  said  military  equipments  without  charge, 
less  disbursements. 

$1,125.  Samuel  B.*Pottek." 

The  agreement  given  by  Hart  to  Potter  to  aid  in'getting 
the  goods  inspected  is  as  follows : 

"New  York,  October  IQth,  1861. 
I  hereby  agree  to  aid  and  assist  Mr.  S.  B.  Potter,  the 
representative  of  F.  F.  Betts,  to  the  best  of  my  ability  in 
getting  his  goods  examined,  as  per  contract  with  the 
United  States  government,  for  (5,000)  five  thousand  sets 
military  equipments  made  by  said  U.  S.  to  Messrs.  F.  F. 
Betts  &  Co.,  without  charge.  H.  B.  HaIrt." 

On  the  14th  of  October,  1861,  four  days  after  Potter 
had  given  this  agreement  to  Hart,  upon  which  this  suit  is 
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brought,  he  gave  up  the  order  or  contract  of  Frederick  F. 
Betts  &  Go.  with  the  government,  which  he  purchased 
on  the  seventh  of  October,  and  had  it  canceled,  and  took 
an  order  directly  to  himself. 

It  does  not  differ  from  the  order  canceled  in  any  re- 
spect, except  running  to  Potter  instead  of  Frederick  F. 
Cetts  &  Co.  By  its  terms  the  government  agree  to  take 
the  goods  already  manufactured  and  delivered  under  the 
first  order  of  Frederick  F.  Betts  &  Co.,  in  fulfillment  of 
"  Me  order:^ 

After  Potter  obtained  this  order,  he  expended  between 
$3,000  and  $4,000  to  complete  the  goods  already  nearly 
finished  under  the  first  order,  and  in  November,  1861,  he 
received  from  the  government  a  certificate  for  $17,412.50, 
which  certificate  included  all  the  goods  delivered  to  the 
government  by  Frederick  F.  Betts  &  Co.,  on  their  order, 
before  they  sold  out  to  Potter,  and  also  the  fifty  cases 
which  Hart  gave  Potter  the  receipts  for.  * 

All  the  goods,  therefore,  for  which  Potter  received  a 
certificate,  except  between  $3,000  and  $4,000,  were  manu- 
factured and  delivered  under  the  order  of  Frederick  P. 
Betts  &  Co.,  viz.,  $14,000. 

On  the  26th  of  December,  1861,  H.  B.  Hart  assigned 
the  contract  upon  which  the  suit  is  brought  to  Frederick 
B.  Betts,  which  assignment  was  in  writing. 

On  the  2l8t  of  April,  1862,  Frederick  B.  Betts  sold  and 
assigned  the  contract  in  suit  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  action; 
the  assignment  was  in  writing. 

This  action  was  commenced  on  the  26th  of  April,  1862, 
and  came  on  for  trial  on  the  eighth  day  of  October,  at  a 
trial  term,  before  the  Hon.  Joseph  S.  Boswokth,  chief 
justice,  and  a  jury.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  for  damages  $1,195.83,  and  costs.  A  motion  for 
a  new  trial  was  inade  upon  the  judge's  minutes,  and  denied. 
The  defendant  thereupon  appealed  to  the  general  term, 
from  the  judgment  of  $1,299.37  damages  and  costs,  entered 
^-'   vxiV.  29 
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November  26th,  1862,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  also 
from  the  order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  defendant  took  a  number  of  exceptions  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  testimony;  to  the  decision  denying  his  motion 
to  dismiss  the  complaint,  and  to  a  portion  of  the  charge 
of  the  judge. 

^  D.  M.  PoRTEB,  for  defendant  and  appellant. 
Iba  D.  Wa&hen,  far  plaintiff  and  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Monc&ief,  Justice.  This  is  an  appeal 
from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  entered  upon 
the  verdict  of  a  jury,  and  also  from  an  order  denying  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial. 

There  was  no  error  in  denying  the  motion  to  dismiss 
the  complaint.  The  application  was  made  during  the 
progress  of  the  direct  examination  of  a  witness,  (the 
assignor  of  the  plaintiff,)  interrupting  the  orderly  admin- 
istration of  justice  in  the  trial  of  a  cause.  It  appears  in 
the  double  character  of  an  objection  to  evidence  which 
had  been  given,  tending  to  show  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiff,  (Hart,) 
and  of  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  ground 
that  no  consideration  is  named  in  the  agreement.  • 

The  agreement  was  not  void  under  the  statute ;  taken 
together,  the  two  instruments  constituting  the  contract, 
one  signed  by  the  defendant  and  the  other  by  Mr.  Hart, 
a  consideration  is  expressed.  Besides,  the  agreement  can- 
not, in  a  just  sense,  be  treated  as  an  undertaking  to  pay 
the  debt  of  another ;  it  partakes  more  of  the  character  of 
the  vendee  of  personal  property  upon  becoming  the  pos- 
sessor of  the  instrument  claimed  to  be  indicia  of  title 
assuming  and  agreeing  to  pay  to  the  extent  of  the  alleged 
lien.  The  expression  of  opinion  by  the  learned  chief 
justice,  in  his  charge  to  the  jury,  is  well  sustained  by  the 
testimony,  and  was  not  error :  the  question  was  submit- 
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ted  to  the  jury.  {Coyles  agt.  Hurtin^  10  J.  12.,  85,  88 ; 
Bulkly  agt.  Keteltas,  4  Sandf.  R.,  450,  454.)  The  case 
was  fully  and  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury,  who  rendered 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  doing,  as  I  think,  justice  be- 
tween the  parties  to  the  action.  The  other  objections 
and  exceptions  are  embraced  by  the  views  expressed  with 
reference  to  the  first  exception,  or  so  plainly  untenable 
as  not  to  require  discussion. 

The  judgment  and  the  order  denying  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial  must  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
The  People  agt.  John  Osmeb. 

The  pobUo  keeping  of  intoxieating  liquon  on  SuntUty  is  not »  miidMmtwMr  mte 
the  police  act  of  1860. 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  March,  1863. 

By  the  court,  Ingraham,  J.  The  question  submitted  to 
us  in  this  case  is  whether  the  violation  of  the  42d  section 
of  the  police  act  of  1860,  which  prohibits  the  public  keep- 
ing of  intoxicating  liquors  on  Sunday,  is  a  misdemeanor. 

The  statute  imposes  a  penalty  of  $50  for  each  offence, 
to  be  sued  for  by  the  district  attorney,  and  does  not  de- 
clare the  offence  to  be  a  misdemeanor. 

It  is  well  settled  that  where  any  act  is  prohibited,  and 
a  penalty  imposed  for  its  violation,  and  the  offence  was 
not  criminal  before  the  passage  of  the  statute,  no  other 
punishment  than'  the  penalty  can  be  imposed,  and  the 
provision  in  the  Revised  Statutes,  3d  ed.,  (5th  ed.,)  p.  980, 
which  makes  the  violation  of  a  statute  containing  such 
prohibitions  a  misdemeanor,  only  applies  to  cases  in  which 
no  penalty  is  provided  for  its  violation. 

In  this- act  there  are  provisions  as  to  other  violations, 
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in  which  snch  offences  are  declared  to  be  misdemeanorB, 
but  no  Buch  provision  is  contained  as  applicable  to  this 
offence. 

The  only  groond  on  which  it  is  attempted  to  sastain 
this  indictment  is,  that  the  police  force  are  directed  to 
enforce  this  section  and  to  proceed  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  law  for  the  arrest  of  offenders. 

In  the  absence  of  any  other  enactment  relating  to  this 
subject,  I  cfo  not  think  this  sufficient  to  warrant  us  in  say- 
ing that  the  legislature  intended  to  make  the  offender 
liable  both  to  the  penalty  and  to  indictment.  I  am  not  in 
&vor  of  making  out  crimes  by  mere  inference,  and  where 
the  penalty  imposed  is,  as  in  this  case,  a  heavy  one  for 
offences  of  this  kind,  the  court  should  require  a  clear  ex- 
pression of  the  intent  of  the  legislature  before  they  add 
to  that  penalty  the  liability  of  prosecution  for  a  criminal 
offence. 

As  the  legislature  in  other  parts  of  this  act  have 
declared  the  cases  of  violations  of  the  act  which  they 
intended  should  be  punished  criminally,  and  have  omitted 
any  such  declaration  as  to  the  acts  prohibited  in  this 
section,  the  fair  presumption  is  that  they  did  not  intend  to 
apply  to  such  acts  any  other  punishment  than  the  penalty. 

We  concur  with  the  recorder  in  his  views  on  this  question. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


'  COXJET  OF  APPEALS. 

John  J.  Ha yss,  plaintiff  in  error  agt.  The  People,  defend- 
ants in  error. 

In  thifl  state  there  may  be  a  valid  marriagi,  though  not  foimally  solemnised  by  ft 
clergyman,  or  content  declared  before  a  magistrate. 

If  parties  oompetent  to  oontraet,  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  agree  together  to  be 
hnsband  and  wife,  and  afterwards  cohabit  and  recognise  each  other  as  sneh,  it  is 
a  sufBcient  marriage  to  sustain  an  indictment  for  Hgamy,  in  the  ef ent  of  one 
of  the  parties  having  before  that  time  married  another,  who  is  still  Uvisg. 
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September  Term,  1862. 

Wkit  of  ERBO&  to  the  supreme  court,  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  to  bring  up  a  conviction  for  bigamy. 

James  T.  B&ADY,/or  plaintiff  in  error. 
S.  B.  Garvin, /or  defendants  in  error. 

Wright,  X  To  convict  of  bigamy,  a  marriage  in  fact 
.must  be  proved,  and  reputation  and  cohabitation  alone 
are  not  sufficient.  The  fact  of  marriage  may  be  proved 
by  a  witness  present  at  the  celebration,  and  this  is  the 
ordinary  way  of  proving  it.  In  this  state  marriage  is  a 
civil  contract,  and  may  exist  without  any  formal  solem- 
nization by  minister  or  magistrate. 

The  fact  of  the  marriage  of  the  prisoner  to  Sarah  E. 
Blair  in  February,  1846,  and  that  she  was  living  at  the 
time  of  the  trial,  was  proved.  To  establish  the  fact  of  a 
second  marriage  in  September,  1860,  to  Jane  White,  she 
was  called  and  examined  as  the  principal  witness  for  the 
prosecution.  She  testified  in  substance,  that  the  prisoner 
made  her  acquaintance  in  May,  1860,  and  that  in  August 
following,  and  whilst  she  was  at  work  as  a  servant  in  a 
hotel  at  Middletown  Point,  they  entered  into  an  engage- 
ment to  be  married  in  September.  She  was  to  come  to 
New  York  for  that  purpose  at  the  expiration  of  her  month's 
service.  On  the  12th  September  the  prisoner  met  her  at 
the  steamboat  landing  in  the  city,  and  conducted  her  to 
a  house  in  Thompson  street,  where  he  had  taken  rooms. 
That  night  she  staid  at  her  father's  house  in  Brooklyn, 
and  in  the  afternoon  of  the  next  day  came  over  to  the 
city  and  met  the  prisoner  at  the  house  in  Thompson  street. 
They  were  together  until  about  seven  o'clock  in  the  even- 
ing, when  the  prisoner  went  out  and  returned  in  a  few 
minutes  with  a  person  represented  to  be  a  minister.  He 
was  dressed  like  one,  and  had  on  a  white  necktie.  She 
did  not  ask  his  name.    The  marriage  ceremony  was  then 
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performed  by  this  person.  He  used  the  form  of  marriage 
of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church.  He  inquired  of  the 
witness  if  she  would  take  the  prisoner  for  her  husband, 
and  she  replied  in  the  affirmative;  and  the  prisoner  was 
asked  if  he  would  have  her  for  his  wife,  and  upon  his 
replying  affirmatively,  the  minister  declared  them  man 
and  wife.  The  person  officiating  gave  her  a  certificate, 
using  a  partly  printed  form,  and  filling  in  the  blanks  by 
writing.  The  certificate  was  taken  by  the  prisoner  and 
put  in  his  trunk,  and  was  afterwards  seen  by  a  sister  of 
the  witness  when  the  parties  were  living  together  as  man 
and  wife.  This  marriage  ceremony  was  followed  by  co- 
habitation, which  continued  for  about  a  year. 

It  was  shown  by  other  witnesses  that  the  prisoner  called 
her  his  wife,  and  wrote  letters  to  her  as  such,  and  admitted 
that  he  had  been  married  to  her  in  September,  1860. 

If  this  evidence  was  to  be  credited,  a  marriage  in  fact, 
as  contradistinguished  from  one  inferrable  from  circum- 
stances, was  proved.  It  is  true  that  the  authority  or 
official  character  of  the  person  performing  the  marriage 
ceremony  was  not  affirmatively  shown,  and  there  was 
some  proof  in  the  case  to  excite  at  least  a  suspicion 
that  the  prisoner  had  procured  the  man  who  officiated, 
to  falsely  represent  himself  as  a  clergyman.  If,  how- 
ever, to  constitute  a  valid  marriage,  it  must  be  solem- 
nized by  a  minister  or  magistrate,  the  evidence  was 
sufficient  prima  facie  to  prove  a  marriage  in  fact.  A 
person  appearing  in  the  character  of  a  clergyman  per« 
formed  the  ceremony,  using  the  marriage  service  of  the 
Protestant  Episcopal  Church.  The  marriage  was  followed 
by  cohabitation,  and  the  prisoner  distinctly  admitted  to 
others  that  he  was  married  at  the  time.  If  the  person 
officiating  was  not  a  clergyman  it  was  for  the  prisoner  to 
show  that  fact  after  a  prima  facie  case  was  made  out 
against  him.  {Slate  agt.  Rood,  12  Vt.  Rep.,  296 ;  Rex  agt. 
The  Inhabitants  of  Trampton,  10  East,  £.,  282.)    But  the 
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recorder  was  right  in  his  charge  to  the  jury.  In  this 
state  there  may  be  a  valid  marriage,  though  not  formally 
solemnized  by  a  clergyman,  or  consent  declared  before 
a  magistrate.  If  parties  competent  to  contract  in  the 
presence  of  witnesses  agree  together  to  be  husband  and 
wife,  and  afterwards  cohabit  and  recognize  each  other  as 
such,  it  is  a  sufficient  marriage  to  sustain  an  indictment 
for  bigamy,  in  the  event  of  one  of  the  parties  having 
before  that  time  married  another,  wl^o  is  still  living.  It 
was  not  error,  therefore,  for  the  judge  to  instruct  the 
jury  that  if  the  prisoner  and  Jane  White  agreed,  in  the 
presence  of  the  man  represented  to  be  a  minister,  to  be 
man  and  wife,  and  afterwards  lived  together  as  such,  that 
was  in  (he  eye  of  the  law  a  sufficient  marriage  to  sustain 
an  indictment  for  bigamy  (the  fact  that  the  prisoner  had 
before  that  time  married  Sarah  E.  Blair,  and  she  was  then 
living  being  admitted),  and  it  was  of  no  consequence 
whether  the  man  represented  to  be  a  minister  was  such 
or  not.  It  is  only  claimed  that  the  latter  branch  of  the 
charge  is  erroneous;  but  marriage  in  this  state  being 
a  civil  contract,  and  not  requiring  the  intervention  of 
minister  or  magistrate  to  make  it  legal,  this  part  of  the 
charge  was  manifestly  correct. 

The  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  and  court  of  general 
sessions  should  be  affirmed. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Charles  A.  Buckley  and  others  agt.  George  P.  Lord, 
Samuel  N.  Brown,  Ariel  B.  Marks  and  Edmund  C. 
Bramhall. 

Where  a  person  ander  *  private  agreitnent  with  a  apuial  partner  in  a  limited 
eopartnenhip  furnishes  a  certain  portion  of  the  capital  which  the  special  partner 
pats  into  the  business  of  the  Arm  in  his  own  name^and  is  tohaToacOitain  portioD 

I 
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of  the  income  or  profits  whieh  the  special  partner  deriveB  from  the  banness,  wiiii 
a  privilege  of  examining  from  time  to  time  into  the  business  matters  of  the  firm, 
ho  and  the  special  partner  become  thereby  general  partners. 

They  are  made  so  by  the  operation  of  the  statute,  which  declares  that  all  peiaoM 
interested  in  the  partnership  shall  be  liable  as  general  partners,  if  uijfalte  state- 
ment is  made  in  the  certificate  or  affidavit  by  which  the  limited  copartnership 
is  formed. 

A  puhlished  notice  of  a  limited  partnership  does  not  operate  under  the  itatate  as 
an  actual  dissolution  until  four  weeks  after  the  publication. 

General  Term,  March,  1863. 
Daly,  Brady  and  Hilton,  Judges. 
Appeal  from  a  judgment  at  special  term.     The  facts 
will  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

C.  Bainbridge  Smith,  for  plaintiffs. 
Benedict  &  Boardman,  for  defendants. 

By  the  court,  Daly,  P.  J.  On  the  Slst  of  December, 
1860,  the  defendants  Lord,  Brown  and  Marks  entered  into 
an  agreement  for  the  formation  of  a  limited  copartnership^ 
to  commence  on  the  first  of  January  following,  and  to  con- 
tinue for  four  years  thereafter,  of  which  Lord  and  Brown 
were  to  be  the  general  partners  and  Marks  a  limited  part- 
ner ;  Lord  to  contribute  $5,000,  Brown  $1,000,  and  Marks 
$20,000  in  cash  ;  and  on  that  day  the  certificate  and  affi- 
davit required  by  the  statute  was  filed  to  the  effect  that 
Marks  had  contributed  the  sum  of  $20,000  as  special  part- 
ner, and  that  the  same  had  been  actually  and  in  good  faith 
paid  in  to  the  common  stock  in  cash.  The  usual  notice 
was  published,  and  at  the  time  designated  the  parties 
commenced  business.  Brown  did  not  contribute  the 
$1,000,  having  been  disappointed  in  obtaining  it,  and 
Lord  contributed  but  $3,000  instead  of  $5,000. 

Eight  thousand  dollars  of  the  $20,000  paid  in  by  Marks 
was  received  from  the  defendant  Bramhall.  Bramhall 
was  an  old  acquaintance  of  Lord  and  of  Marks,  and 
shortly  before  the  formation  of  the  partnership  he  intro- 
duced Marks  to  Lord.  Lord,  who  was  examined  as  a 
witness,  testified  that  Bramhall  told  him  previous  to  its 
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formation,  after  he  had  introduced  Marks  to  him,  and 
while  nego.tiations  were  pending  for  the  formation  of  the 
partnership,  that  he  had  agreed  to  take  an  interest  with 
Marks  in  the  business,  and  had  agreed  to  do  so  for^the 
purpose  of  assisting  Lord,  and  that  Lord  must  keep  it 
strictly  private ;  that  he  was  to  contribute  $8,000  of  the 
$20,000  that  Marks  was  to  fornish,  and  was  to  receive 
two-fifths,  and  Marks  three-fifths  of  the  profits  resulting 
from  advancing  the  $20,000  capital  contributed  by  Marks; 
that  he  had  a  written  agreement  between  himself  and 
Marks  in  regard  to  his  interest,  drawn  up  by  Mr.  Board- 
man,  the  defendant's  attorney,  and  that  the  agreement 
was  so  drawn  that  in  case  Marks  should,  by  any  action 
of  his,  make  himself  liable  as  a  general  partner,  he,  Bram- 
hall, would  be  entirely  exempt  from  liability;  and  that 
he  had  Marks  tight ;  that  he  requested  that  his  interest 
in  the  business  should  be  kept  strictly  private,  and  said 
that  the  object  in  so  arranging  matters  was  to  enable  him 
to  advise  and  assist  the  firm  more  than  could  be  done  in 
a  limited  copartnership  under  the  laws  of  New  York; 
that  the  law  relating  to  special  partnership  was  so  strin* 
gent  that  the  special  partner  could  hardly  go  into  the 
store  without  making  himself  liable  as  a  general  partner, 
and  that  by  this  arrangement  he  could  advise  with  and 
assist  the  firm. 

There  was  a  clause  in  the  articles  of  copartnership  in 
these  words :  "As  a  matter  of  courtesy  to  Mr.  E.  C.  Bram- 
hall, of  Jersey  City,  for  the  interest  he  has  manifested  in 
the  welfare  of  this  copartnership  and  his  assistance  in  the 
advancement  of  its  interests,  we  invite  him,  at  all  times, 
or  at  such  times  as  may  suit,  his  convenience,  to  examine 
into  our  business  affairs."  Lord  testified  that  when  he 
saw  the  clause  in  the  article  of  copartnership  he  objected 
to  it  as  unnecessary,  and  Marks  answered  that  he.  Lord, 
knew  that  Bramhall  had  an  interest,  and  that  he  had 
desired  that  article  to  be  inserted.     Lord  testified  further 
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that  after  the  copartnership  was  formed  Bramhall  told 
him  that  he  had  contributed  $8,000  of  the  $20,000  capital 
furnished  by  Marks,  and  that  he  was  to  receive  from 
Marks  two-fifths  of  all  that  Marks  received  from  the  firm ; 
and  he  requested  that  in  giving  the  notes  of  the  firm  as 
dividends  of  profits,  that  they  should  be  so  drawn  as  that 
he  might  receive  his  share  of  them  without  waiting  until 
they  had  become  due ;  that  he  was  to  receive  two-fifths 
of  all  that  Marks  received,  whether  he  received  it  as  inte- 
rest or  capital,  or  as  dividends  of  profits,  or  as  dividends 
of  the  capital  at  the  time  when  the  copartnership  should 
terminate.  Lord  also  testified  that  Marks  knew  of  Bram- 
hall having  an  interest  or  share  in  the  profits  of  the  firm; 
that  he  knew  of  it  from  Bramhall  before  the  copartner- 
ship articles  were  signed,  and  that  he  introduced  the 
article  before  referred  to,  so  as  to  allow  Bramhall  to  have 
a  supervision  over  his  interest;  that  Marks  frequently 
told  him  that  Bramhall  owned  a  share  of  his  interest  in 
the  business. 

It  appeared  that  an  agreement  in  writing  was  executed 
between  Bramhall  and  Marks,  bearing  date  the  third  day 
of  January,  1852,  two  days  after  the  copartnership  was 
to  commence,  by  which  it  was  agreed,  in  consideration 
of  $8,000  received  by  Marks  from  Bramhall,  that  Marks 
would  account  for  and  pay  over  to  Bramhall  two-fifths  of 
all  sums  of  money,  securities,  or  evidence  of  debt  or  other 
property,  during  the  continuance  of  the  copartnership, 
which  Marks  might  receive  therefrom  as  interest,  profits 
or  increase,  and  two-fifths  of  all  that  he  might  receive  on 
the  winding  up  thereof,  Marks  agreeing  to  account  to 
Bramhall  for  two-fifths  thereof,  the  same  as  if  he,  Bram- 
hall, was  a  special  partner  in  the  house  by  the  investment 
of  the  said  sum  of  $8,000 ;  but  that  Marks  was  not  to  be 
liable  to  Bramhall  beyond  two-fifths  of  all  he  received 
from  the  firm,  in  any  event. 

Admitting  this  state  of  facts  to  be  true,  it  is  apparent 
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that  the  whole  arrangement  was  a  flimsy  contrivance  to 
evade  the  statute,  a  device  by  which  Bramhall  meant  to 
secure  all  the  benefits  of  a  limited  copartnership  to  the 
extent  of  $8,000,  with  a  more  active  interference  in  the 
business  of  the  firm  than  the  law  will  allow,  without  be- 
coming responsible  as  a  general  partner.  This  is  appa- 
rent from  the  written  agreement  between  him  and  Marks, 
and  from  the  insertion  of  the  clause  before  referred  to  in 
the  article,  which  Marks  himself  testified  was  inserted 
"simply  because  Bramhall  was  a  good  business  man  and 
could  advise  with  Lord."  This  agreement  operated  as  a 
transfer  of  two-fifths  of  Mark's  interest,  not  only  of  the 
profits  but  of  the  capital  invested  by  him.  By  the 
language  of  the  agreement,  he  was  to  have  everything 
that  he  could  have  had  as  a  special  partner  investing 
$8,000,  and,  upon  a  dissolution,  he  would  have  been  enti- 
tled to  claim  that  interest.  Having  been  transferred  to 
him  by  Marks,  the  other  partners  would  have  been  bound 
to  pay  it  over  to  him.  He  could  not  become  a  special 
partner  without  complying  with  the  provisions  of  the 
statute.  As  a  special  partner,  he  would  have  had  the 
right  from  time  to  time  to  examine  into  the  state  and 
progress  of  the  partnership  concerns,  and  to  advise  as  to 
their  management.  (2  R.  S.^  51,  §17,  3d  ed,)  He  sought 
to  secure  the  right  and  all  the  benefit  of  a  special  partner 
without  becoming  one,  and  thereby  made  himself  a  general 
partner.  He  is  made  so  by  the  operation  of  the  statute, 
which  declares  that  all  persons  interested  in  the  partner- 
ship shall  be  liable  as  general  partners  if  any  false  state- 
ment is  made  in  the  certificate  or  affidavit  by  which  the 
limited  copartnership  is  formed.  (1  R.  S.,  p.  765,  §§7,  8.) 
The  statement  in  the  certificate  and  affidavit  was  that 
Marks  had  contributed  $20,000  of  the  capital.  By  Lord's 
testimony,  $8,000  was  contributed  by  Bramhall,  with  an 
understanding  and  under  an  arrangement  by  which  he 
was  to  have  all  the  benefit  of  a  special  partner  without 


•  460  ^^  ^^^^  PRAOTIOB  REPORTS. 

Bsoklej  ftgt.  Bnunliall. 

becoming  one.  Such  is  the  legal  effect  of  the  written 
agreement  between  him  and  Marks.  Such  was  the  under- 
standing of  Lord  both  before  and  after  the  copartnership 
was  formed ;  and  though  Brown,  the  other  general  partner, 
testifies  that  he  knew  nothing  of  it,  the  arrangement  Vas 
carried  out  by  the  firm  for  three  years,  the  notes  for  profits 
and  interest  on  capital  being  drawn,  as  Bramhall  bad 
suggested,  for  two-fifths  and  three-fifths.  This  was  proved 
by  the  defendants'  witnesses.  The  clerk  of  the  firm,  Cius- 
man,  and  the  defendant  Marks,  testified  that  all  the  notes 
received  by  Marks  were  divided  up  in  this  way,  and  this 
is  a  fact  with  which  Brown,  as  a  general  partner,  is  charge- 
able with  the  knowledge  of.  Lord  conducted  the  financial 
business,  but  in  his  absence  it  was  attended  to  by  Brown. 
It  was  a  matter  which  Brown  could  have  known.  It  would 
appear  upon  the  payment  of  t^ie  notes,  and  if  he  did  not 
know  it,  it' must  be  deemed  to  have  been  done  with  his 
assent.  The  fact  that  the  $8,000  was  in  reality  invested 
in  the  firm  for  the  benefit  of  Bramhall,  rendered  the  state- 
ment in  the  affidavit  that  it  was  contributed  by  Marks 
untrue,  and  the  effect  of  this  false  statement  was  to  make 
Bramhall  and  Marks  general  partners. 

Both  Bramhall  and  Marks  denied  that  they  had  made 
the  statements  sworn  to  by  Lord.  They,  however,  con- 
tradict each  other,  and  are  in  turn  contradicted  by  the 
agreement.  Marks  swore  that  he  borrowed  the  $8,000 
from  Bramhall.  The  agreement  shows  that  it  was  not 
borrowed ;  that  it  was  not  a  loan  in  any  sense,  which  is 
an  agreement  to  repay  a  sum  received,  with  interest,  if 
it  is  retained  beyond  the  time  when  it  is  payable  back. 
So  far  from  being  a  loan,  it  was  to  be  used  in  merchan- 
dising, and  Bramhall  was  to  receive  all  the  profit  that 
might  grow  out  of  its  use  in  that  way  as  part  of  the  capi- 
tal of  a  mercantile  firm.  Bramhall  swore  that  he  told 
Marks  that  he  would  loan  him  the  $8,000  with  the  under- 
standing that  he  could,  if  he  so  desired,  have  the  privi- 
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lege  of  taking  two-fifths  of  what  Marks  should  receive 
from  the  business  of  the  firm  in  lieu  of  the  $8,000 ;  that 
he  finally  concluded  to  avail  himself  of  that  privilege, 
and  that  the  arrangement  was  made  when  he  entered  into 
the  written  agreement ;  that  was  according  to  its  date, 
on  the  3d  of  January,  1852.  Marks  swore  that,  about  the 
time  of  the  formation  of  the  partnership,  Bramhall  told 
him  that  he  could  loan  him  $8,000  for  a  time,  but  could 
not  spare  it  from  his  business  permanently ;  that  it  was 
finally  left  at  his  option  that  he  might  take  two-fifths  of 
what  Marks  sl\ould  receive,  or  have  the  $8,000  repaid  to 
him;  and  that,  finally,  in  the  summer  following,  they 
made  a  definite  agreement  that  Bramhall  was  to  have 
two-fifths  of  all  profits ;  and  in  the  last  statement  he  is 
contradicted,  both  by  Bramhall  and  by  the  agreement ; 
in  addition  to  which,  the  testimony  of  Marks  throughout, 
and  that  of  Bramhall  to  a  certain  extent,  was  evasive  and 
shu£3ing« 

So  far,  therefore,  as  the  testimony  of  these  witnesses 
was  in  conflict  with  the  statement  of  Lord,  it  was  for  the 
jury  to  decide  which  they  would  believe;  and  as  the 
judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  find  as  a  question  of  fact 
whether  Bramhall  was  interested  in  the  partnership  at 
the  time  of  its  formation,  and  the  jury  having  found  that 
he  was,  they  must  be  regarded  as  having  pronounced  in 
favor  of  the  truthfulness  of  Lord. 

The  special  partnership  could  not  be  dissolved  by  the 
act  of  the  parties  until  four  weeks  after  the  publication 
of  notice  of  the  intended  dissolution,  {Beers  agt.  Reynolds, 
12  Barb.,  288;  1  Kern.,  100,)  which  in  this  case  would  be 
on  the  llth  of  September,  1854.  Before  that  time  Marks 
withdrew  all  his  capital  by  the  transfer  to  him  of  certain 
interests,  profits  and  notes  which  the  statute  forbids. 
(1  R.  fi.,  p.  766,  §  15.)  He  had  nothing  in  the  firm  after 
the  14th  of  August,  1854.  He  could  not  by  that  act  ter- 
minate his  limited  copartnership,  but  continued   liable 
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until  the  actual  dissolution — ^that  is,  until  the  lYth  of 
September,  1854 — for  all  engagements  which  the  firm 
might  make  in  the  prosecution  of  their  business  up  to 
that  time.  One  of  the  notes  in  suit  was  given  for  mer- 
chandise sold  to  the  firm  on  the  18th  of  August,  1854, 
and  for  the  payment  of  that  note  he  is  liable.  He  is 
liable  upon  that  as  well  as  upon  the  note  given  on  the 
19th  of  March,  1854,  as  a  general  partner,  by  reason  of 
the  false  statement  in  the  certificate  and  affidavit  aa  to 
the  amount  contributed  by  him  to  the  capital  stock. 

The  answer  as  to  the  purpose  of  BramhalPs  visit  to  the 
store  was  properly  allowed.  The  witness  spoke  as  to  a 
general  fact  which  he  might  well  know.  The  same  remark 
applies  to  the  answers  to  the  fifth  and  sixth  interroga- 
tories ;  the  witness  answered  as  to  facts  within  his  know- 
ledge. The  answers  to  the  forty-eighth,  fifty-third,  fifty- 
seventh,  fifty-ninth,  sixtieth  and  forty-third  cross-inter- 
rogatories in  the  last  depositions  read  were  all  properly 
excluded.  The  testimony  was  totally  irrelevant,  and  had 
no  bearing  upon  the  questions  under  consideration.  There 
was  no  positive  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  received 
actual  notice  of  the  intended  dissolution.  The  boy  who 
served  the  circulars  could  remember  but  a  few  of  the  firms 
with  whom  they  were  left.  The  plaintiff  Buckley  admit- 
ted that  he  had  seen  circular,  but  could  not  recollect 
whether  he  had  received  a  copy  of  it  in  August,  1854,  or 
not,  and  that  he  did  not  recollect  whether,  when  he  sold 
the  goods,  he  knew  of  the  dissolution  or  not. 

Marks  and  Bramhall,  to  be  released  from  liability  as 
general  partners  for  the  debt  incurred  by  the  sale  of  the 
goods  on  the  18th  of  August,  1854,  were  bound  to  show 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  notice  of  the  dissolution  before 
that  sale ;  and  there  was  no  positive  evidence  that  they 
had. 

The  published  notice,  moreover,  was  of  the  dissolution 
of  a  limited  partnership,  which  did  not  operate  under  the 
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Btatnte  as  an  actual  dissolution  until  a  month  after  this 
sale  was  made,  and  persons  dealing  with  the  firm  had  a 
right  to  rely  upon  the  continuance  of  the  partnership 
until  the  dissolution,  as  the  notice  expressed  it,  took 
/^effect  according  to  law."  {Beers  agt.  Reynolds^  12  J3ar6., 
291 ;  1  Cwn.y  100.)  The  amount  of  the  notes  and  the  inte- 
rest having  been  admitted  by  the  counsel  for  Marks  and 
Bramhall,  there  was  no  occasion  for  an  assessment  of  Ijie 
amount  due. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Alfued  Field  and  others  agt.  Isaac  L.  Hunt  and  others. 

John  Askham  and  others  agt.  The  Same. 

Each  iii«fi»&«r  of  a  copartnership  hfts  a  right  to  dispose  of  his  interost  in  the  pwt- 
nenhip  property,  in  good  faith,  and  for  a  valid  oonsideration,  unless  some  creditor 
has  acquired  a  lUn  thereon.  And  the  right  of  the  creditor  is  subordinate  to  this 
power  of  the  partner  to  dispose  of  the  property  untU  it  i$  auhjected  to  th$  crsdi^ 
tor^t  lien. 

Where  one  partner  thus  tiansfers  his  interest  in  the  partnership  assets  to  his  copart- 
ner, the  property  so  transferred  cannot  be  reached  by  execution  on  a  judgment 
recovered  igainst  the  firm,  where  the  loiter  hat  not  heon  personally  eervedvith 
proceBB. 

The  remedy  at  law  has  not  been  exhausted  as  against  the  partner  not  served  with 
process,  and  of  course  a  ereditor^e  suit  against  the  defendants  cannot  be  main- 
tained.   (This  afffirms  the  decision  S,  C,  at  special  term,  22  Note.,  329.) 

It  is  held  in  the  first  judicial  district  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  wait  sixty  days — 
the  return  day  of  an  execution — ^before  commenciDg  equitable  proceedings  on  a 
judgment  at  law,  if  the  execution  has  actually  been  returned  before  the  sixty 
days  have  expired.    (  There  are  adverse  decisions  in  other  districts.) 

JVeto  York  General  Term,  February,  1863. 
IngrahaM)  Leonard  and  Barnard,  Justices, 
Kwejll  by  plaintiffs  in  each  action  from  a  judgment  of 
the  special  term.     The  facts  of  this  case  will  be  fonnd  in 
full  in  the  report  of  the  case  at  special  term.     (22  How. 
Pr.  R.,  S29.) 
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George  N.  Titus,  fct  flamtiffs. 
Wm.  GuaTis  NoYEs  and  Ghapmajst  &  £[iTCHoocx,ybr 
defendant  Chapman, 

Leonard,  J.  Each  member  of  a  copartnership  may 
require  the  assets  of  the  firm  to  be  applied  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  partnership  debts.  Each  member  may  also 
di^ose  of  his  interest  in  the  partnership  property  in  good 
faith,  and  for  a  valid  consideration,  unless  some  creditor 
has  acquired  a  lien  thereon.  The  right  of  the  creditor  is 
subordinate  to  this  power  of  the  partner  to  make  a  bona 
fide  disposition  of  *the  property  until  it  is  subjected  to 
the  creditor's  lien.  (3  Kenfs  Com.,  65,  and  note;  Story^s 
Eq.  J.,  §§  675,  1243,  1253 ;  Story  (m  Partnerships,  ^§  373, 
402;  Gow  on  Partnerships,  275;  Ex  parte  Rowlandson,  1 
Rose  R.,  416,  419 ;  Greenwood  agt.  Brodhead,  '8  Barb.  S. 
C,  593 ;  Crippen  agt.  Hudson,  13  JV.  F.  R.,  161 ;  Sage  agt, 
Chollar,  21  Barb.  R.,  596 ;  Ketchum  agt.  Durkee,  1  Barb. 
CA.  R.,  480 ;  Kirby  agt.  Schoonmaker,  3  Barb.  Ch.  R.,  46.) 

In  the  present  case  Hunt  transferred  to  Julia  M.  Chap- 
man, all  his  interest  in  the  partnership  assets.  There  is 
no  allegation  that  this  transfer  was  fraudulent.  No  credi- 
tor had  any  lien  to  prevent  it.  Hunt  has  made  no  stipu- 
lation for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the  firm,  requiring 
Julia  to  pay  the  partnership  debts,  and  she  came  under 
no  obligation  to  her  partner  Hunt  to  apply  those  assets 
to  any  particular  purpose,  or  to  indemnify  him  against 
the  partnership  liabilities.  The  creditors  have  no  equi- 
ties here  to  be  worked  out  through  the  retiring  partner. 
That  partner  reserved  none  for  them  or  for  himself.  His 
disposition  of  the  assets  was  absolute  and  complete,  and 
Julia  became  vested  with  the  entire  and  separate  owner- 
ship thereof. 

This  property  so  transferred  cannot  be  reached  by 
execution  on  a  judgment  recovered  against  the  firm  com- 
posed of  Hunt  and  Julia  M.  Chapman,  where  she  has  not 
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been  personally  served  with  process.  The  property  be- 
longs to  her  individaally,  and  the  execution  to  be  issued 
on  such  judgment  must  direct  the  sheriff  not  to  levy  on 
her  separate  property. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  in  such  a  case  the  remedy  at  law 
has  not  been  exhausted  as  against  Julia,  and  that  credi- 
tors having  judgments  recovered  by  the  service  of  process 
on  Hunt  only,  with  executions  thereon,  cannot  mainjbain 
an  action  to  inquire  into  or  set  aside  any  transfer  made 
by  her  of  such  partnership  property  or  assets  as  were  con- 
veyed to  her  by  her  former  partner,  Hunt,  in  the  manner 
above  mentioned. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

Ingbaham,  p.  J.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  judg- 
ment in  this  case  would  not  be  sufficient  to  warrant  an 
execution  against  the  defendant  Chapman,  who  was  not 
served,  so  as  to  reach  her  individual  property. 

Nor  would  it  form  the  foundation  of  an  action  agai(xst 
her  if  she  Jbiad  been  sued  upon  it;  that  would  only  furnish 
the  amount  of  recovery  after  her  liability  was  established 
by  other  evidence.  {Mervin  agt.  Kumbelly  23  Wend.^  293 ; 
Oakley  agt.  Asfinwall^  4  Comst.,  513.) 

Nor  would  it  be  a  cause  of  action  upon  which  an  attach- 
ment against  the  debtor  not  served  could  be  issued.  {Id,) 

In  the  Commercial  Bank,  tfc,  agt.  Meach,  (7  Paige,  468,) 
the  Chancellor  held  that,  upon  a  joint  judgment  against 
several  defendants,  some  of  whom  were  not  served  with 
process,  all  must  be  made  defendants  in  a  creditor's  bill, 
to  enable  those  whose  property  was  taken  to  satisfy  the 
debt  to  claim  contribution  against  their  co-defendants; 
and  in  Howapd  agt.  Sheldon,  (1.1  Paige,  558,)  he  held  that 
in  an  action  on  a  judgment  against  joint  debtors,  where 
process  was  not  served  on  one  defendant,  but  an  execu- 
tion issued  against  the  joint  property  of  all  and  the  sepa- 
rate property  of  the  one  served,  the  creditor  had  not  by 
Vol.  XXIV.     ,  30 
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Buch  execution  exhausted  his  remedy  at  law  so  as  to  enti- 
tle him  to  a  creditor's  bill  against  the  defendant  who  was 
served  with  process  in  the  last  suit. 

In  that  case  it  was  also  held  that  the  complainant  had 
not  exhausted  his  remedy  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  his 
debt  un(il  execution  had  been  issued  against  each  of  the 
defendants  as  to  their  individual  property  as  well  as  the 
joint  property  of  the  firm. 

This  rule,  applied  to  the  present  case,  shows  that  the 
order  appealed  from  was  correct.  {See^  also^  Childs  agt. 
Brace  et  al.,  4  Paige,  309.) 

There  is  no  force  in  the  objection  that  the  execution 
was  returned  before  sixty  days  had  expired.  All  the 
judges  in  this  district  have  held  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary. The  Chancellor  also  so  held  in  Piatt  agt.  Cadwell, 
(9  Paige,  386.) 

Note. — Am  there  la  oonsiderable  diTeisity  of  opinion  in  referenoe  to  thii  qaestion» 
perhsps  it  may  not  be  considered  oat  of  place,  or  improper,  to  briefly  review  some 
of  tiie  deeisions  of  the  late  eonrt  of  ohancery  on  this  point.  In  this  sawe  cote  at 
spe^  term,  (22  How.  Pr»  R.,  329,)  W.  F.  Allsh,  J.,  said :  "  Had  the  objection 
been  urged  that  sixty  days  had  not  elapsed  between  the  issning  of  the  ezeoutiona 
upon  the  judgments  at  law  and  the  commencement  of  these  actions,  I  should  hare 
felt  constrained  to  hold  the  objection  well  taken,  following  the  decision  at  genexal 
term  in  the  fifth  district,  and  the  construction  given  by  the  Chancellor  to  the 
statute  regulating  this  equitable  remedy."  {Casfidy  agt.  Meacham,  8  Paige,  311; 
Strange  agt.  Longley,  8  Barb.  Ch.,  650.) 

In  the  case  of  Piatt  agt.  Cadwell,  (9  Paige,  386,)  the  Chakcbllob  said :  <<  This 
court  does  not  inquire  into  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  of  courts  of  co-ordinate 
Jurisdiction.  And  the  return  of  the  executions  in  this  case,  even  if  they  were  liable 
to  be  set  aside  for  irregularity  by  the  court  out  of  which  they  issued,  were  not  void. 
The  complainant,  therefore,  after  the  return  day  was  past,  had  a  right  to  consider 
his  remedy  at  lavf  exhausted,  a,nd  to  file  his  bill  here  to  reach  the  eifects  of  the 
defendant,  which  could  not  be  levied  on  by  the  sheriif.  And  if  the  flUng  of  the 
executions,  with  the  return  indorsed  thereon,  before  the  expiration  of  sixty  days, 
was  irregular,  the  defendant  must  apply  to  the  court  of  law  to  set  aside  the  returns. 
(Williams  agt.  Hogehoom,  8  Paige,  469.)  AU  that  this  court  can  do  in  such  a 
case  is  to  compel  the^complainant  to  wait  until  after  the  return  day  of  the  execu- 
tion is  past  before  he  files  his  bill  here.  (Cassidy  agt.  Meacham,  3  Paige,  311.) 
And  it  will,  when  necessary,  stay  the  proceedings  here  a  sufficient  length  of  time  to 
give  the  defendant  an  opportunity  to  apply  to  the  court  of  law  for  relief,  where 
there  is  a  probability  that  such  relief  will  be  granted. 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  WiUiams  agt.  Hogehoom,  supra,  where  the 
execution  waa  made  retainable  on  a  day  certain^  which  was  only  five  dayi  after  ita 
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Daniel  Ga&dner  agt.  Hiram  Barney  and  Charles  Butler. 

Where  an  appeal  is  taken  from  the  judgment  of  the  special  term  to  the  general 
term,  and  the  proper  undertaking  exeented  by  the  appellant  and  his  raretiee, 
under  and  in  porananoe  of  §  335  of  the  Code,  the  obligation  of  the  utreties  ii  not 
fnlfiUed,  and  the  undertaking  satisfied  by  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  at  the  gen- 
eral term,  wAsrs  the  judgment  of  the  general  term  hoe  al$o  been  reverted  in 
the  court  of  appeals. 

That  is,  the  eureties  are  not  limited  in  their  liability  to  the  judgment  of  the  gene- 
ral term.  The  affirmance  mentioned  in  their  undertaking,  is  an  affirmance  by 
the  legally  constituted  tribunal  having  oognisanoe  finally  of  the  subject  of  the 
litigation.  The  reversal  by  the  court  of  appeals,  when  effect  is  given  to  it  in  the 
court  below,  is  in  fact  an  affirmance  by  the  general  term  of  the  judgment  at  the 
special  term. 

Nor  are  the  liabilities  of  the  sureties  at  all  affected  or  changed  by  the  fact  that  when 
they  executed  the  undertaking  there  was  no  law  in  existence  that  authorised  an 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  from  an  order  of  the  general  term  granting  a  new 
trial;  but  before  the  decision  of  the  general  term  a  law  was  passed  which  autho- 
rised such  an  appeal,  and  under  which  the  appeal  in  this  case  was  taken. 

When  an  appeal  is  from  a  judgment  against  two  defendants,  the  sureties  upon  n 
joint  undertaking  are  liable  if  the  judgment  is  affirmed  against  one,  (To  th^ 
same  effect  is  Seacord  agt.  Morgan^  17  Hw>.  Pr.  R.,  394.) 

teste ;  the  Cbakckllor  says :  "  I  am  satisfied  that  a  neglect  to  make  an  execution 
returnable  at  the  end  of  sixty  days,  from  the  receipt  thereof  by  the  sheriff,  renden 
it  irregular  merely ;  and  that  the  execution  is  not  void,  so  as  to  make  the  attorney 
issuing  it,  and  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  is  issued,  trespassers,  without  the  neces- 
sity of  an  application  to  the  court  to  set  aside  the  execution  for  the  irregularity.'' 
In  Cassidy  agt.  Meacham,  supra,  the  Cbancbllob  said :  ''  Perhaps  a  return 
made  by  the  sheriff  on  an  execution  before  the  return  day,  may  be  valid  by  relation^ 
after  the  expiration  of  the  time  the  execution  has  to  run.  Until  the  return  day, 
however,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  seise  and  sell  any  property  of  the 
defendants  which  could  be  found  within  his  bailiwick.  The  execution  cannot, 
therefore,  be  considered  as  legally  returned  unsatisfied  until  after  the  return 
day.  The  creditor  must,  in  his  bill,  set  out  the  issuing  of  the  execution,  the  time 
at  which  it  was  returnable,  and  the  actual  return  of  the  sheriff  thereon,  in  such  n 
manner  that  the  court  can  see  that  the  remedy  at  law  has  been  legally  exhausted. 
The  intention  of  the  legislature  was  to  adopt  the  principle  settled  by  the  court  for 
the  correction  of  errors  in  Hadden  agt.  Spader,  (20  John.  R.,  554,)  and  not  to 
establish  an  arbitrary  rule,  by  which  the  defendant  might  be  harassed  by  a  suit  in 
chancery  when  he  had  sufficient  property  which  could  be  reached  at  law  during  the 
life  of  the  execution.  In  the  case  under  consideration  the  court  cannot  legally 
know,  or  presume,  previous  to  the  return  day  of  the  execution,  that  the  judgment 
will  not  be  satisfied.  Although  the  sheriff  cannot  now  find  property,  the  defendants 
may,  before  that  time,  satisfy  the  execution  out  of  the  equitable  funds  in  their 
hands^  which  cannot  be  levied  on  by  him."— Rbp. 
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Brooklyn  General  Term,  February ,  1863. 
Brown,  Lott  and  Scrugham,  Justices. 
Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  at  special  term. 
The  facts  will  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  conrt. 

Wm.  Curtis  No  yes, /or  the  plaintiff. 
Samuel  J.  Tilden,  for  defendants. 

By  the  court.  Brown,  Justice.  In  April,  1856,  Daniel 
Gardner  recovered  a  judgment  at  the  special  term  of  this 
court,  held  at  Troy,  in  the  county  of  Rensselaer,  against 
Henry  Smith  and  William  B.  Ogden,  for  the  sum  of  $15,000 
and  interest  thereon  with  the  costs  of  the  action,  with  a 
provision  that  the  reconveyance  of  certain  lands  mentioned 
in  the  judgment,  and  within  the  time  therein  prescribed, 
should  be  deemed  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgmetit  or  decree, 
BO  far  as  damages  and  interest  were  concerned.  From  this 
judgment  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  general  term,  and 
thereupon  the  defendants  in  this  action  entered  into  and 
executed  the  undertaking  upon  which  this  action  is 
brought,  which  was  duly  acknowledged  and  filed  in  the 
proper  office.  The  judgment  was  afterwards  reversed  at 
the  general  term  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  This  was  in 
December,  1857.  In  January,  1858,  Gardner  appealed  to 
the  court  of  appeals  from  the  order  granting  a  new  trial, 
and  in  December,  1860,  the  court  of  appeals  gave  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  Ogden,  and  against  the  defendant 
Smiths — that  is,  the  court  of  appeals  reversed  the  judgment 
of  the  general  term,  and  affirmed  that  of  the  special  term 
against  the  defendant  Smith.  The  judgment  of  the  court 
of  appeals  was  perfected  in  this  court  upon  the  remittitur 
against  Smith;  an  execution  against  him  was  duly  issued 
thereon,  which  was  returned  nulla  bona,  of  which  the  de- 
fendants in  this  action  had  notice,  but  they  omitted  to  pay 
the  judgment.  Thereupon  Gardner  brought  this  action 
against  them  upon  the  undertaking.  The  action  was  put 
at  issue  and  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Lott,  without  a  jury. 
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at  the  Kings  circuit,  in  1862,  where  the  foregoing  facta 
were  found  by  him,  and  he  rendered  judgment  against  the 
defendants  in  this  action  for  $23,104.41,  besides  costs.  The 
defendants  excepted  and  then  appealed. 

The  undertaking  is  given  in  conformity  with  §  335  of  the 
Code.  It  recites  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  at  the  spe- 
cial term,  giving  the  amount  thereof,  and  states  that  the 
defendants  have  appealed  therefrom  to  the  general  term  of 
the  supreme  court.  It  then  asserts  that  the  defendants 
"  undertake  that  the  appellants  will  pay  all  costs  and  dama- 
ges which  may  be  awarded  against  them  on  appeal,  not 
exceeding  $250 ; "  and  also,  *'  that  if  the  said  judgment  so 
appealed  from,  or  any  part  thereof,  be  affirmed,  the  appel- 
lants will  pay  the  amount  directed  to  be  paid  by  said 
judgment,  or  the  part  of  such  amount  as  to  which  the  said 
judgment  shall  be  affirmed,  if  it  be  affirmed  only  in  part, 
and  all  damages  which  shall  be  awarded  against  said  appel- 
lants on  the  said  appeal."  The  defendants  claim  that  the 
meaning  and  effect  of  their  agreement  is  not  to  be  enlarged 
by  construction,  so  as  to  charge  them  as  sureties  for  the 
defendants  in  the  judgment  appealed  from ;  and  that  the 
recital  in  the  words,  "  have  appealed  to  the  general  term," 
is  to  be  regarded  as  a  limitation,  restraining  and  limiting 
their  liability  to  the  appeal  to  the  judgment  of  the  general 
term.  The  judgment  appealed  from  was  entered  upon  the 
order  of  a  single  judge,  and  the  only  appeal  that  could  be 
taken  was  that  to  the  general  term.  In  no  other  way^  could 
the  defendants  review  what  had  been  done.  The  under- 
taking would,  therefore,  have  been  quite  as  effiective  for  all 
the  purposes  of  perfecting  the  appeal  and  staying  the  col- 
lection of  the  money,  mentioned  in  the  judgment  or  decree, 
had  the  words  "  general  term"  been  omitted.  They  are  to 
be  regarded  as  merely  descriptive  of  what  had  been  done 
to  give  point  and  effect  to  the  words  that  follow,  and  not  to 
limit  the  liability  of  the  sureties  to  such  order  or  judgment 
as  might  be  rendered  by  the  general  term.     Besides,  the 
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Bubsequent  words  are  explicit,  that  if  the  judgment  was 
affirmed  without  limitation  as  to  time  or  form,  the  appel 
lants  would  pay  it.  The  affirmance  spoken  of  is  an  affirm- 
ance by  the  legally  constituted  tribunal  having  cognizance 
finally  of  the  subject  of  the  litigation.  Any  other  con- 
struction would  be  at  variance  with  the  decisions  of  the 
courts  in  analogous  cases.  In  Gelston  agt.  Codwise,  (1  John. 
Ch.  Rep.f  194,)  the  Chancellor  says :  "  It  is  the  acknow- 
ledged doctrine  of  a  court  of  review  to  give  such  decree  as 
the  court  below  ought  to  have  given ;  and  when  the  plain- 
tiff below  brings  the  appeal,  the  court  above  not  only  re- 
verses what  is  wrong  but  decrees  what  is  right,  and  models 
the  relief  according  to  its  own  view  of  the  ends  of  justice 
and  the  exigencies  of  the  case.  The  court  above,  therefore, 
acts  on  appeals  in  a  given,  case  with  all  the  plentitude  of  a 
court  of  equity  of  original  jurisdiction,  and  the  special 
terms  of  the  decree,  whatever  they  may  be,  become  to  this 
court  the  law  of  that  case,  and  no  other  or  further  relief 
can  be  administered  to  the  party."  The  general  term  com- 
mitted an  error  in  reversing  the  judgment  or  decree  agains^. 
Smith,  and  when  this  error  was  corrected  in  the  court  of 
appeals,  the  judgment  of  the  latter  court  then  became  the 
law  and  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court.  In  Trover 
agt.  J\richols,  (7  Wend,,  434,)  the  question  was,  whether  the 
security  required  to  be  given  by  a  non-resident  plaintiff, 
upon  applying  for  a  warrant,  is  confined  to  such  sum  as 
may  be  adjudged  against  him  by  the  justice,  or  whether  it 
also  extended  to  the  final  determination  of  the  cause  when 
it  was  carried  to  the  court  of  common  pleas  by  appeaL 
The  court,  after  citing  the  statute,  said  :  "  There  is  nothing 
in  this  act  which  restricts  the  security  to  the  costs  before 
the  justice.  It  extends  in  terms  to  any  sum  which  may  be 
adjudged  against  the  non-resident  plaintiff  in  the  cause.  It 
is  the  same  cause,  although  carried  by  appeal  to  the  court 
of  common  pleas.  No  new  pleadings  are  put  in,  and  it  is 
considered  but  a  counter-action  of  the  original  suit."    Yari- 
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ons  cases  are  referred  to  in  support  of  the  opinion.  In 
Ball  agt.  Gardner,  (21  Wend.,  270,)  the  question  was, 
whether  the  condition  of  a  bond  taken  on  suing  out  an 
attachment,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  extended  to,  and 
is  controlled  by,  the  final  result  in  the  commpn  pleas — ^in 
other  words,  whether  a  condition  was  kept  by  a  recovery 
of  judgment  before  the  justice.  The  court  adjudged  not, 
and  say :  ^^  The  reasons  given  for  the  judgment  of  the  court 
in  Traver  agt.  JSTicholsy  supra,  apply  with  the  greater  force 
to  the  case  before  us.  The  plaintilBf  in  the  attachment  binds 
himself  to  pay  all  damages  and  costs  that  the  defendant 
may  sustain  by  reason  of  the  issuing  of  it,  if  he  fail  to 
recover  judgment  thereon.  Now,  it  is  clear  that  he  has 
failed.  The  reversal  in  the  common  pleas,  on  the  certio- 
rari, has  at  least  vacated  the  judgment  before  the  justice, 
and  if  it  proceeded  upon  the  merits,  has  finally  disposed  of 
the  subject  matter  of  the  litigation.  (  Vide  also  Smith  agt. 
Crouse,  24  Barb.  S.  C.  R.j  433 ;  Bennett  agt.  Brovm,  20  JV. 
F.  it.,  99.)  There  is  nothing  in  the  section  of  the  Code, 
under  which  the  undertaking  was  given,  nor  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  undertaking  itself,  which  restricts  the  liability 
of  the  sureties  to  the  action  of  the  general  term ;  and  I 
therefore  conclude  that  their  duty  and  obligation  is  not  ful- 
filled and  the  undertaking  satisfied  by  showing  a  reversal 
of  the  judgment  at  the  general  term,  where  it  also  appears 
that  its  judgment  has  also  been  reversed  in  the  court  of  ^ 
appeals.  Thia  reversal  by  the  court  of  appeals,  where 
effect  is  given  to  it  in  the  court  below,  is  in  fact  an  affirm- 
ance by  the  general  term  of  the  judgment  rendered  at  the 
special  term. 

The  judgment  of  the  general  term  reversed  that  rendered 
at  the  special  term  and  ordered  a  new  trial.  It  is  to  be 
observed  that  the  undertaking  bears  date  on  the  26th  of 
July,  1856.  At  this  time  there  was  no  right  of  appeal  to 
the  court  of  appeals  from  an  order  of  the  general  term  of 
this  court  granting  a  new  trial.    In  1857  the  practice  was 
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modified  and  the  following  provision  inserted  in  the  Code 
of  Procedure :  **  But  no  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  from 
an  order  granting  a  new  trial  shall  be  effectual  for  any  pur- 
pose, unless  the  notice  of  appeal  contain  an  assent  on  the 
part  of  the  appellant  that  if  the  order  be  affirmed,  judgment 
absolute  shall  be  rendered  against  the  appellant.  If  the 
court  of  appeals  shall  determine  that  no  error  was  com- 
mitted in  granting  the  new  trial,  they  shall  render  judg- 
ment absolute  upon  the  rights  of  the  appellant.'^  (2  Laws 
of  1S51 J  pp.  551,  552.)  It  is  quite  apparent  that  but  for 
this  action  by  the  legislature  there  would  have  been  no 
substantial  ground  upon  which  this  action  could  have  beea 
mainti^ined;  because,  without  the  amendment  to  the  law 
which  I  have  quoted,  the  error  made  by  the  court  at  gene- 
ral term  could  not  have  been  corrected  by  a  direct  appeal 
to  the  court  of  appeals.  The  cause  must  have  been  remit- 
ted upon  the  order  granting  a  new  trial  to  the  circuit  or 
the  special  term,  there  to  be  retried  upon  the  law  as 
announced  by  the  general  term,  and  subject  to  a  new  appeal 
by  the  party  thinking  himself  aggrieved  by  the  judgment 
upon  the  new  trial.  Thus  the  undertaking  and  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  defendants  in  this  action  T^ould  have  been  satis- 
fied and  extinguished.  They  now  claim  and  insist  that  this 
change  in  the  practice  of  the  courts  upon  appeal  has  en- 
larged their  liability  and  changed  the  nature  of  their  con- 
tract as  sureties,  and  that  consequently,  upon  well  known 
principles,  they  are  discharged ;  or,  to  state  the  proposition 
in  another  form,  that  their  contract  does  not  extend  to  an 
affirmance  of  the  judgment  rendered  under  the  new  provi- 
sions of  the  Code.  The  defendants  undertook  that  if  the 
judgment  was  affirmed  the  appellants  would  pay.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  undertaking  which  qualifies  the  word 
"  affirmed."  It  was  not  to  be  affirmed  in  any  prescribed 
manner  nor  in  any  given  tribunal.  It  was  not  to  be  affirmed 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  courts  existing  at  the  time 
the  undertaking  was  executed.     The  obligation  was,  that 
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the  appellants  should  pay  if  the  judgment  was  affirmed 
generally.  The  defendants'  argument  is  in  effect  a  claim 
that  the  mode  of  procedure  existing  at  the  time  is  to  be 
regarded  as  incorporated  into  and  made  a  material  stipula- 
tion of  the  undertaking ;  that  the  contract  is  made  with 
express  reference  to  such  modes  of  proceeding,  and  any 
change  effected  therein  by  the  legislature  or  the  rules  of  the 
court  relieves  the  parties  to  the  undertaking  from  their  ob^ 
ligation.  Such  a  rule  would  render  all  amendment  and 
improvement  in  the  practice  of  the  courts  attainable 
only  at  the  hazard  of  impairing  the  obligation  of  undertak-* 
ings  previously  given  as  security  for  the  payment  of  moneys 
and  the  restoration  of  property  in  the  numerous  instances 
in  which  such  instruments  are  required  by  the  practice.  A 
more  sensible  rule  would  be  to  hold  that  such  undertakings 
are  given  with  reference  and  subject  to  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  change  the  practice,  provided  such  legislation 
does  not  impair  absolute  rights  or  stipulations  material  and 
essential  to  the  security  and  protection  of  the  parties  who 
execute  them.  Thus  a  provision  that  a  party  recovering 
a  judgment  upon  appeal,  shall  exhaust  his  remedy  against 
the  judgment  debtor  before  he  resorts  to  the  sureties  upon 
the  bond  or  undertaking  upon  appeal,  as  in  the  statutory 
provision  referred  to'  in  the  case  of  Hamilton  agt.  Averill^ 
(11  Wend.^  625,)  is  made  for  their  benefit  and  protection, 
and  of  which  they  cannot  be  deprived  by  legislation  or 
othei'wise,  without  at  the  same  time  impairing  the  obliga- 
tion of  their  contract.  Such  a  change  in  the  law  acts 
directly  upon  the  contract  as  well  as  upon  the  proceedings 
in  the  action,  because  the  issuing  of  an  execution  against 
the' judgment  debtor  is  the  most  efficient  means  of  col- 
lecting the  debt  veithout  resort  to  the  sureties  upon  the 
bond  or  undertaking;  but  a  change  in  the  mode  of  hear- 
ing the  appeal  and  of  affirming  or  reversing  the  judgment 
appealed  from  stands  upon  very  different  grounds.  The 
sureties  upon  the  undertaking  can  have  no  interest  what- 
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ever  in  having  the  proceedings  conducted  or  heard  in  any 
particular  mode.  If  the  appeal  is  heard  and  determined  by 
the  constitutional  tribunals  of  the  state,  created  for  thai- 
purpose,  the  process  by  which  that  end  is  attained  is  not 
material  to  the  contract  of  the  sureties  upon  the  under- 
taking, and  forms  no  part  of  it.  Let  it  be  assumed  that 
the  judgment  had  been  affirmed  at  the  general  term  when 
it  rendered  its  judgment,  which  was  in  December,  1857, 
and  there  had  been  no  other  appeal,  could  there  have 
been  any  real  doubt  of  the  liability  of  the  sureties  upon 
the  undertaking?  What  good  reason  could  have  been 
given  for  their  exoneration  ?  None  whatever,  that  I  can 
imagine.  There  is  their  written  agreement  that  the  appel- 
lants should  pay  if  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  and 
there  would  have  been  the  judgment  of  affirmance  at  the 
general  term  and  no  further  appeal.  The  liability  of  the 
sureties  would,  under  such  circumstances,  have  been  irre- 
vocably fixed.  If  the  sureties  would  have  been  liable,  then 
they  must  be  liable  now,  because  if  their  contract  is  im- 
paired or  broken  by  force  of  the  act  of  the  17th  April, 
1857,  it  was  impaired  and  broken  the  moment  the  act 
passed  into  the  form  of  a  law,  which  was  eight  months 
before  the  decision  of  the  general  term  was  rendered.  The 
undertaking  and  the  defendants'  obligation  under  it,  cannot 
be  valid  and  in  force  up  to  the  time  the  decision  of  the 
general  term  was  rendered,  and  of  no  force  or  effect  after 
that  time.  These  reasons  lead  me  to  conclude  that  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action  is  not  affected 
by  the  amendment  to  the  law  giving  an  appeal  from  an 
order  made  at  the  general  term  of  this  court  granting  a 
new  trial.  We  have  already  determined  {Seacard  agt.  Mor- 
gan, 17  How.  Pr.  it,  394)  that  when  there  is  an  appeal 
from  a  judgment  against  two  defendants,  the  sureties  upon 
a  joint  undertaking  are  liable  if  the  judgment  is  affirmed 
against  one. 

The  judgment  of  the  special  term  should  be  affirmed. 
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Sally  Ann  Howell  agt..  The  EInickerbocker  Life  Insu- 
rance Company. 

A  motion  under  §  160  of  the  Code,  to  strike  oat  irrelevant  matters,  cannot  preyail 
to  strike  out  a  whole  complaint. 

Whether  matters  set  up  in  a  complaint,  which  are  intended  to  oonstitnte  a  canse  of 
action,  do  or  do  not  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  must  be  tested  by  demurrer. 

Where  matters  alleged  in  the  complaint,  by  way  of  excuse  for  not  paying  the  pre- 
mium on  a  life  policy  of  insurance  en  the  day  it  fell  due,  were  proposed  to  be 
stricken  out  under  §  160, 

Held,  that  if  they  did  not  furnish  a  legal  excuse  the  plaintifif  had  no  cause  of  action 
to  recover  on  the  policy ;  but  they  were  not  so  palpably  immaterial  in  making 
out  a  good  cause  of  action  as  to  be  disposed  of  summaiily,  and  to  justify  the  court 
in  pronouncing  the  complaint  bad.  The  defendants  must  be  put  to  their  demurrer* 

Jfew  York  Special  Term,  March,  1863. 

In  the  year  1853,  as  appeared  in  this  case,  George  R. 
Howell,  of  this  city,  as  agent  for  his  wife,  insured  his  life 
for  her  benefit  and  the  benefit  of  his  children  in  the  Knick- 
erbocker Life  Insurance  Company,  of  this  city,  in  the  sum 
of  $5,000.  The  premiums  were  paid  regularly  and  punc- 
tually, as  claimed  from  that  time  until  1861.  On  the 
morning  of  the  15th  of  July,  1862 — that  being  the  day 
upon  which  the  premium  became  payable — Howell  left  his 
residence  in  perfect  health  and  proceeded  to  his  place  of 
business,  where  he  made  memoranda  of  several  things  to  be 
done  on  that  day,  and  among  them  was  the  payment  of  the 
premium  on  this  policy  of  insurance.'  But  before  noon  of 
that  day  he  was  suddenly  struck  with  paralysis,  and  lin- 
gered in  a  state  of  stupor,  incapable  of  speech  or  action, 
until  the  next  day,  when  he  died. 

The  fact  of  the  non-payment  of  the  premium  was  not  dis- 
covered until  a  day  or  twd  after  his  death,  when  the  same 
was  tendered  to  the  company.  The  company,  however, 
declined  receiving  the  premium,  and  cl^iimed  that  the  policy 
was  forfeited. 

This  action  was  thereupon  brought,  and  the  complaint 
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Bet  out  a  nnmber  of  facts  to  relieve  the  plaiatiff  from  the 
consequences  of  omitting  to  pay  the  premium  on  the  day 
fixed.  Motion  was  made  to  strike  out  such  allegations  as 
irrelevant. 

SoBERTsoN,  Justice.  It  is  conceded  that  if  the  parts 
proposed  to  be  stricken  from  the  complaint  be  so  stricken 
out,  no  cause  of  action  on  the  policy  will  be  set  out. 

The  motion  is  made  under  the  160th  section  of  the  Code 
to  strike  out  irrelevant  matters.  Under  this  a  motion 
could  not  prevail  to  strike  out  a  whole  complaint.  The 
irrelevancy  must  therefore  be  to  the  cause  of  action  as  the 
plaintiff  claims  it  to  exist,  and  not  as  the  defendant  sup- 
poses it  to  be  constituted.  Possibly  all  the  matters  set  up 
in  the  complaint  may  not  furnish  a  legal  excuse  for  not 
paying  the  premium  on  the  day  it  was  fixed  to  be  paid ;  if 
they  do  not,  the  plaintiff  has  no  cause  of  action.  But 
whether  they  do  or  not  should  be  tested  by  demurrer, 
otherwise  such  a  motion  might  be  made  always  to  take  the 
place  of  a  demurrer  by  attacking  any  allegation  of  a  com- 
plaint, upon  the  ground  that  it  did  not  aid  in  constituting 
an  available  legal  cause  of  action. 

But  the  allegations  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  are  not 
so  palpably  immaterial  in  making  out  a  good  cause  of  action 
as  to  be  disposed  of  summarily.  It  is  not  so  clear  that  the 
policy  is  not  an  insurance  for  the  life  of  the  party  men- 
tioned in  it,  defeasible  on  the  failure  of  the  assured  to  pay 
the  premiums  on  the  day  fixed.  It  is  a  sealed  instrument ; 
the  payment  of  the  annual  premiums  may  not  be  intended 
to  make  a  new  agreement,  but  only  to  sustain  the  fixed  one, 
otherwise  the  provision  that  the  parties  could  make  a  new 
agreement  is  superfiuous,  since  they  necessarily  have  that 
right.  If  a  new  contract  is  to  be  made  on  the  payment  of 
each  premium,  many  of  the  representations  contained  in  the 
application  for  insurance  might  be  untrue  at  the  time  of 
such  payments,  and  thus  avoid  the  new  contract.  Pre- 
miums or  policies  of  life  insurance  are  concluded  according 
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to  the  age  of  the  subject  insured.  If  the  defendants  had  a 
right  to  refuse  a  policy  at  the  end  of  each  year  on  the  same 
terms,  the  assured  would  have  paid  his  premium  in  vain. 
{See  Peacock  agt.  The  Jfew  York  Life  Ins.  Co.^  3  Boiw.  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep,,  293.) 

It  is  also  specified  in  the  policy  that  all  premiums  shall 
be  forfeited  in  case  there  shall  be  found  any  misrepre- 
sentations or  concealment  in  the  representations  ;  this  tends 
to  show  that  the  representations  were  to  apply  to  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  policy  by  all  furure  payments  of  premiums. 
All  such  considerations  have  a  tendency  to  show  the  pay- 
ment of  premiums  annually  to  be  a  condition  subsequent, 
and  capable  of  having  these  rigorous  terms  relaxed. 

The  policy  also  provides  that  a  payment  on  the  15th  of 
July,  in  each  year  of  the  premium,  keeps  the  policy  alive. 
The  assured  have  consequently  the  whole  day  to  pay  it  in, 
although  the  time  fixed  in  the  body  of  the  policy  expires  at 
noon.  If  the  subject  of  insurance  died  in  the  afternoon,  a 
tender  of  the  premium  before  midnight  might  make  the 
company  responsible.  This  rather  gives  color  to  the  con- 
struction that  precise  time  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract.  Any  understanding  of  the  company  with  the 
plaintiff's  husband,  or  usage  on  their  part,  might  perhaps 
sustain  a  deviation  by  her  from  the  rigorous  terms  of  the 
contract,  if  the  payment  of  premiums  were  only  conditions 
subsequent. 

It  is  possible,  also,  the  act  of  God  in  striking  down  the 
plaintiff's  husband,  agent,  and  sole  reliance  in  paying  the 
premium,  may  excuse  the  want  of  exact  performance  of  the 
contract.  {See  Wolfe  agt.  Howes,  20  JV*.  F.  B.,  and  cases 
cited  by  Allen,  Justice;  and  Baldwin  agt.  Jfew  York  Life 
Insurance  If  Trust  Company,  3  Bosw.,  530.) 

There  is  enough  in  the  case  to  justify  me  in  not  pro- 
nouncing the  complaint  palpably  bad,  and  compelling  the 
defendants  to  demur.  The  motion  must  be  denied  with 
$10  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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SUPREME  couiaT. 

John  Bell  agt.  Jacob  Noah  and  others. 

upon  an  applioation  for  jadgment  on  aooount  of  the  f rlTolouBnen  of  the  pleading 
under  §  247  of  the  Code,  the  weight  of  authority  is  against  allowing  a  trial  fe§ 
of  $15.    Coite  of  a  motion^  $10  only,  can  be  allowed. 

Erie  General  Term,  J^Tovember,  1862. 

Marvin,  P.  /.,  Davis,  Qrover  and  Hoyt,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  an  order  allowing  a  trial  fee  upon  an  appli- 
cation for  judgment,  under  ^  247  of  the  Code,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint  was  frivolous. 

Wm.  Robertson,  for  plaintiff. 
Humphrey  &  Parsons, /or  defendants. 

By  the  court,  Marvin,  Justice.  The  weight  of  authority 
is  against  this  allowance  of  $15  for  a  trial  fee.  In  Gould 
agt.  Carpenter,  (7  How.  Pr.  1?.,  97,)  Justice  Harris  decided 
that  the  hearing  of  such  application  was  not  a  trial.  In 
Lawrence  agt.  Davis,  (td.,  354,)  Justice  Roosevelt  decided 
that  the  full  costs  of  a  trial  were  recoverable.  The  same 
decision  was  made  in  Roberts  agt.  Morrison^  (id.,  396,)  by 
Morris,  Justice. 

In  Roberts  agt.  Clark,  (10  How.,  451,)  Justice  Welles 
held  such  application  to  be  a  motion,  and  that  the  prevail- 
ing party  could  only  have  motion  costs.  In  J\tarquiser  agt 
Bingham,  (12  How.,  399,)  Justice  Balcom,  upon  a  motion 
for  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  the  answer  was  frivo- 
lous, held  that  the  costs  of  a  motion,  $10  only,  could  be 
allowed. 

In  the  Rochester  City  Bank  agt.  Rapelje,  (12  How.,  26,) 
it  was  decided  by  the  general  term  in  the  7th  district  that 
upon  such  an  application  there  was  no  trial  of  an  issue  aa 
defined  by  the  Code ;  that  if  the  judge  does  not  see  the 
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demurrer,  answer  or  reply  to  be  frivoloas,  he  makes  no  de- 
cision of  the  issue,  but  simply  decides  that  it  is  not  frivo- 
lous. Justice  Welles  examines  the  various  provisions  of 
the  Code  bearing  upon  the  question,  and  I  fully  concur  in 
the  opinion.  {See  also  The  People  agt.  Mc Cumber,  18  JV*. 
r.  «.,  324-5.) 

The  order  of  the  special  term  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
trial  fee,  $15,  disallowed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Ann  E.  Leggett  agt.  William  D.  Sloan. 

A  jadgment  ereditor  haring  supplementary  proceedings  pending^  is  not  entitled  to 
eight  days'  notice  of  an  application  for  a  reoeiver  bj  another  ereditor,  A  leu 
notiee  is  sufficient. 

J\rew  York  General  Term,  February,  1863. 
Sutherland,  Ingraham  and  Glerke,  Justices, 
This  was  an  appeal  by  Charles  Brower  from  an  order 
appointing  a  receiver  in  supplementary  proceedings  in 
above  action,  on  the  ground  that,  as  a  judgment  creditor 
having  supplementary  proceedings  pending,  he  was  entitled 
to  eight  days'  notice  of  an  application  for  a  receiver,  by 
another  creditor,  and  that  a  less  notice  was  insufiScient. 

E.  C.  D..K1TTRIDGE,  ybr  appellant. 
Daniel  W.  Baldwin, /or  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Clerke,  Justice. — As  to  the  objection 
that  the  notice  to  the  other  judgment  creditors  was  too 
short : 

The  application  to  appoint  a  receiver  under  supplemen- 
tary proceedings  is  not  a  motion,  within  section  402  of  the 
Code.  Section  298,  which  authorizes  the  judge  to  appoint 
a  receiver  under  these  proceedings,  directs  him,  if  practi- 
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cable,  to  ascertain  if  other  supplementarj  proeeedings  are 
pending  against  the  judgment  debtor ;  and  if  such  pro 
ceedings  are  pending,  the  plaintiff  therein  shall  have  notice 
to  appear  before  him,  &c. 

This  notice  is  not  a  notice  of  motion  to  the  plaintiff  in 
the  other  proceedings,  but  a  notice  to  appear,  in  order 
that  he  may  have  an  opportunity  of  showing  that  a  receiver 
in  his  proceedings  has  been  appointed,  and  that  the  judge 
may  be  governed  accordingly  in  the  selection  of  a  receiver 
in  the  proceedings  pending  before  him. 

Order  affirmed  with  costs. 

Sutherland,  P.  J.,  concurred. 


'  NoTi.-^In  the  case  of  RieKardaon  agt.  Brooklyn  City  if  A^totown  B.  A.  Co., 
amtty  p.  321,  the  head  note  was  made  hastilj,  and  is  broader  thaa  the  deeirioB  of 
the  eonrt  will  anthoriie.  All  that  the  eoart  decided  in  that  0U9,  and  whieh  ahonld 
be  ooiuidered  at  the  oorreet  head  note,  u  as  follows : 

On  sabstitution  of  attomeys,  where  the  plaintiff  has  assigned  the  jodgment  withoot 
notioe  to  his  attorney,  an  order  of  reference  has  been  made  by  the  ooort  to  ascer- 
tain the  amount  of  the  original  attorney's  lien  on  the  judgment  to  the  amonnt  of 
his  tazed  costs,  and  the  attorney  mores  to  amend  the  order  of  reference  by  ex- 
tending it  to  his  claim  for  a  lien  beyond  the  tazed  costs,  bat  does  not  show  any 
special  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  to  that  effect,  his  motion  to  amend  will  be 
denied,  without  prejudice  to  his  lien  or  right>  if  he  has  any  beyond  the  taxable 
costs,  on  or  to  the  judgment  on  the  final  recoTeiy,  as  against  the  assignee  of  the 
judgment. 
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People  ex.  rel.  Billon  ftgt.  MeteopoUtan  Police. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  rel.  Patrick  E.  Dillok  agt.  The  Board  op 
Metropolitan  Police. 

Wben  the  jurisdiction  of  an  inferior  tribunal  depends  upon  evidence  to  be 
teken  before  it,  this  oourt>  upon  certiorari  will  examine  raeh  evidenoe  in  oxder 
to  determine  the  qaeetion  of  juriedietion,  but  for  no  other  pwrpote. 

An  order  was  given  to  the  relatoi  as  a  member  of  the  Metropolitan  polioe  by  one  of  • 
its  sergeants  to  proceed  to  Hamilton  Avenae,  Brooklyn,  and  either  kill  a  dog 
which  ha4  bitten  a  ohild,  or  bring  the  dog  to  the  station  kooM.  The  relator  did 
neither,  alleging  that  the  order  was  illegal.  After  a  trial  before  the  board  of 
police,  he  was  removed  for  disobedience  of  orders, 

Seld,  that  the  order  was  a  legal  and  proper  one,  whieh  tke  relator  wu  bonnd  to 
obey. 

Such  a  ease  is  not  one  in  which  this  oonrt  should  interfere.  The  discipline  of  the 
police  force  of  a  large  city  to  be  elTeotnal  must  be  sharp  and  severe,  and  vigor- 
ously applied.  Pisobedienoe  of  orders  is  an  offence  which  shonld  not  be  extenu* 
ated. 

Brooklyn  General  Term,  Becemher,  1862. 

Emott,  Brown  and  Lott,  Justices. 

Certiorari,  to  remove  proceedings  on  an  order  of  the 
defendant's  removing  the  relator  as  a  member  of  the  Metro- 
politan police. 

'  Winchester  Britton,  for  the  relator, 
A.  J.  Vanderpoel,  for  the  defendant. 

By  the  court,  Brown,  Justice.  On  the  6th  of  August, 
1860,  the  relator  was  a  member  of  the  Metropolitan  police 
force  of  the  Metropolitan  district  of  the  state,  aiid  on  the 
11th  of  the  same  month  was  removed  from  his  office  by  an 
order  made  by  the  defendant.  This  writ  of  certiorari  is 
brought  to  remove  the  proceedings  into  this  court  for 
review  and  reversal,  upon  the  ground  that  the  board  of  Me- 
tropolitan police  exceeded  its  authority,  and  that  its  pro- 
ceedings were  illegal  and  erroneous. 

The  10th  section  of  the  act  of  the  10th  of  April,  1860, 

to  amend  the  act  concerning  the  Metropolitan  police  dis 

trict,  provides  for  the  appointment  by  the  board  of  the  su^ 

perintendent  and  other  officers  and  members  of  the  policy 

Vol.  XXIV.  31 
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force  whenever  vacancies  occar  therein,  and  confers  upon  it 
authority  to  promulgate  all  regulations  and  orders  through 
the  superintendent  of  police,  who  shall  be  the  executive 
head  of  the  whole  police  force  of  the  Metropolitan  district, 
with  the  direction  and  control  of  the  force,  subject  to  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  board  of  police.  The  13th 
section  of  the  act  also  directs  that  each  member  of  the 
force  shall  hold  office  during  good  behavior,  and  shall  be 
liable  to  be  removed  only  after  written  charges  shall  have 
been  preferred  against  him  according  to  the  rules  and  regu- 
lations of  the  board  of  police,  and  the  same  shall  have  been 
publicly  heard  and  examined  after  notice  to  him  thereof  by 
the  board  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  such  rules  and  reg- 
ulations. These  two  sections  briefly  prescribe  the  mode  of 
appointment  to  office,  the  duration  of  the  time  thereof,  and 
the  manner  of  removal  therefrom.  Written  charges  are  to 
be  preferred  against  the  member  charged  with  delinquency. 
Notice  is  to  be  given  to  him  of  the  hearing  before  the  board 
of  police,  and  the  same  are  to  be  publicly  heard ;  that  is, 
there  is  to  be  a  public  trial  upon*written  charges,  of  which 
the  accused  is  to  have  due  notice,  with  an  opportunity  to 
be  present  at  the  examination  of  the  witnesses,  and  to  offer 
such  defence  as  he  may  have  to  make. 

The  return  to  the  writ  of  certiorari  is  full  and  explicit 
upon  all  these  points.  It  appears  that  charges  of  disobe- 
dience of  orders  were  duly  preferred  against  the  relator. 
A  copy  thereof  was  duly  served  upon  him,  which  he  was 
required  to  examine  and  answer.  A  notice  was  also  given 
to  him  of  the  time  and  place  appointed  for  the  hearing. 
He  was  also  at  the  same  time  served  with  a  copy  of  rule 
No.  7  of  the  rules  of  the  board  of  police,  which  directs  that 
where  charges  are  filed  the  chief  clerk  shall  notify  the  ac- 
cused to  call  and  examine  and  answer  the  same  either  in 
writing  or  orally,  to  be  taken  down  by  such  clerk.  The 
rule  also  directs,  that  the  trial  may  be  had  at  any  subse- 
quent meeting  of  the  board  of  which  the  accused  shall  be 
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advised.  But  be  may  waive  such  j;rial,  and  submit  the  case 
and  answer  upon  affidavits,  after  two  days'  notice  has  been 
given  to  the  complainant  of  such  •waiver,  and  opportunity 
for  the  latter  to  procure  witnesses,  or  to  furnish  affidavits 
in  support  of  his  complaint.  The  return  further  shows 
that  on  the  11th  day  of  August,  1860,  the  trial  was  had 
before  the  board  of  police  at  their  office  in  the  city  of  New 
York.  Pour  witpesses  were  sworn  and  examined  on  behalf 
of  the  complainant,  and  the  relator  was  then  and  there  also 
sworn  in  his  own  behalf;  and  after  hearing  the  proofs  and 
allegations  of  the  parties,  the  board  made  the  order  that 
the  charge  of  disobedience  of  orders  was  established  and 
made  out,  and  that  the  relator  was  guilty  thereof,  and  that 
he  be  removed  from  his  office  as  a  member  of  the  Metro- 
politan police  force. 

It  is  not  claimed  that  there  is  any  irregularity  in  the  pro* 
ceedings  themselves  which  the  relator  seeks  to  review.  The 
errors  alleged  are :  First,  the  want  of  sufficient  proof  to  es-. 
tablish  the  charge  of  disobedience  of  orders.  Second,  that 
the  order  referred  to  re^^uired  the  relator  to  do  an  illegal 
act  which  he  was  under  no  obb'gation  to  obey.  The  suffi- 
ciency of  the  evidence  to  sustain  the  charge  is  not  open  to 
question  and  examination  in  this  proceeding.  The  office 
of  a  common  law  certiorari  is  to  bring  up  the  record  from 
the  inferior  tribunal,  and  if  it  appears  to  have  had  juris- 
diction, this  court  will  not  examine  the  evidence  for  the 
purpose  of  reviewing  the  decision  upon  the  merits.  {Car* 
ter  agt.  ffewbold,  7  How.  Pr.  JR.,  166  ;  The  People  agt.  Goodr 
win,  1  Seldenj  668 ;  The  People  agt.  Van  Alstyne,  32  Barb. 
S.  C.  jR.,  131.)  When  the  jurisdiction  depends  upon  evi- 
dence to  be  taken  before  the  inferior  tribunal,  this  court 
upon  certiorari  will  examine  such  evidence  in  order  to  deter- 
mine the  question  of  jurisdiction,  but  for  no  other  purpose. 

The  order  given  to  the  relator  was  from  one  of  the  ser- 
geants of  police.  It  directed  him  to  proceed  to  Hamilton 
avenue,  Brooklyn,  tod  either  kill  a  dog  which  had  bitten  a 
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child,  or  bring  the  dog  ^o  the  station  house.  The  specifi- 
cation was  that  he  did  neither.  He  did  not  kill  the  ani* 
mal,  or  bring  it  to  the  Sitation  house.  It  is  going  very  far, 
I  think,  to  say  that  such  an  order  issued  to  a  policeman  by 
his  superior  officer  in  a  populous  city  is  illegal.  A  dog,  per 
'f 6,  is  not  a  nuisance;  but  a  dog  with  certain  habits  and 
propensities — such  as  flying  at  persons  and  biting  children 
upon  the  public  streets — is  a  nuisance  of  the  worst  kind, 
which  it  is  clearly  the  duty  of  the  police  to  suppress.  If 
be  did  not  kill  the  dog,  the  order  was  to  bring  him  to  the 
station  house.  Freedom  from  arrest  and  detention  at  the 
station  house  is  not  one  of  the  privileges  and  immunities 
of  dogs.  The  order,  I  think,  was  clearly  a  legal  and  pro- 
per order,  and  one  which  the  policeman  was  bound  to  obey. 

In  conclusion,  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  we  should  inter- 
fere. The  discipline  of  the  police  force  of  a  large  city  to 
be  effectual  must  be  sharp  and  severe,  and  vigorously  ap- 
plied. Disobedience  of  orders  is  an  ofiknce  which  should 
not  be  extenuated. 

The  proceedings  should  be  affif med  with  costs. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

John  C.  Baxtek  and  others,  respondents  agt.  Bobc&t  R, 
Wallace,  appellant, 

A  peTMii  wKose  real  interest  U  that  of  a  mortgagee,  and  who  has  never  tak^npoB^ 
seeiion  of  th0  veeeel,  u  not  answeiable  for  inifplUij  thongh  he  holds  a  Mtt  (^ 
sale  vesting  in  him  the  legal  tiiU,  and  thongh  the  restel  maj  be  regiit4red  i» 
his  name  at  the  custom  house  aoeompanied  by  hi^  oath  that  he  is  the  true  and 
only  owner. 

To  nukke  a  mortgagee  reqMBSible  for  suppUes^  it  must  be  shown  either  thai  he  iMt 
in  posseeeion  of  the  vesiel,  or  that  they  were  famished  at  hi$  requeet,  or  by 

the  diveotion  of  some  person  authorized  to  contract  on  fifs  hfihalf. 

General  Term,  February,  1863. 
Pai^t,  Brapy  and  Hilton,  Judges,      i 
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AipPEAL  by  defendant  from  judgment  for  plaintiffs  ren- 
dered at  special  term. 

D.  A  T.  McMahon,  far  appellant. 
A.  S.  DiossT,  for  respondent. 

By  the  conrt,  Daly,  F.  J.  The  plaintiffs  sought  to 
charge  the  defendant  Wallace  as  owner  of  the  brig  Hope 
for  supplies  furnished  to  the  brig  in  the  port  of  New  York, 
where  the  vessel  belonged.  To  charge  the  defendajit  per- 
sonally, it  was  necessary  to  show  that  the  supplies  were 
furnished  either  by  his  expressed  authority,  or  under  cir- 
cumstances from  which  an  authority  would  be  implied. 
The  supplies  were  furnished  at  the  request  of  the  mate  of 
the  vessel  and  one  Webster.  Webster  introduced  the  mate 
to  the  plaintiffs,  and  told  them  to  deliver  what  goods  he 
might  order  for  the  brig,  and  to  present  the  bill  on  board, 
and  that  it  would  be  paid.  The  plaintiffs  produced  no  evi- 
dence to  show  that  either  Webster  or  the  mate  had  any  au- 
thority from  the  defendant  to  order  the  supplies,  and  the 
defendant  swore  expressly  that  he  had  never  authorized  any 
person  to  present  tlie  bill  to  him  ;  that  he  did  not  know  the 
mate;  had  never  had  any  transactions  with  him;  that  he 
never  had  possession  of  the  vessel ;  had  never  seen  her  but 
once ;  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  loading  of  her  ;  did  not 
control  her  running  in  any  way;  had  no  interest  in  her 
profits,  and  had  never  employed  any  oflScer  or  any  one  on 
board  of  her.  This  was  decisive  upon  the  question  of  au- 
thority, but  the  plaintiffs  recovered  simply  upon  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  held  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  brig,  and  had 
made  the  usual  aflSdavit  at  the  custom  house  that  he  was 
the  owner  of  the  vessel. 

The  nature  of  his  interest  was  this  :  Webster  bought  the 
brig  at  a  marshal's  sale,  and  to  complete  the  purchase  he 
borrowed  $800  of  the  defendant  upon  an  agreement  that 
the  title  should  be  taken  in  the  defendant's  name  as  a  se- 
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curitj  for  the  loan.  The  bill  of  sale  was  accordiogly  made 
out  in  the  name  of  the  defendant,  and  a  written  instrnment 
in  the  nature  of  a  defeasance  was  executed  by  both  parties, 
setting  forth  that  Wallace  had  loaned  Webster  $800  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  him  to  purchase  the  brig ;  that  it  was 
agreed  that  the  title  should  be  in  Wallace,  and  that  Wal- 
lace, upon  the  payment  to  him  of  the  $800  and  interest, 
was  to  transfer  the  vessel  to  Webster  or  his  order.  This 
was  not  such  an  ownership  as  would  make  the  defendant 
responsible  for  supplies  furnished  to  the  vessel,  though  the 
bill  of  sale  was  made  out  in  the  name  of  the  defendant* 
The  transaction,  as  shown  by  both  instruments,  was,  in 
legal  effect,  a  mortgage.  He  held  the  bill  of  sale  merely  as 
security  for  the  eight  hundred  dollars ;  and  though  the  legal 
title  was  vested  in  him,  his  interest  was  no  greater  than 
that  of  a  mortgagee. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  person  whose  real  interest  is  that 
of  a  mortgagee,  and  who  has  never  taken  possession  of  the 
vessel,  is  not  answerable  for  supplies,  though  he  holds  a  bill 
of  sale  vesting  in  him  the  legal  title,  and  though  the  vessel 
may  be  registered  in  his  name.  {Jfoartyman  agt.  Hart,  1 
Starlcie's  R.^  366  ;  Hasketh  agt.  Stevens,  7  Barb.,  488 ;  Leon- 
ard agt.  Huntington,  15  Johns.,  288 ;  Mclntyre  agt.  Scott,  8 
id.,  159 ;  Ahhot  on  Shipping,  p.  35  to  40,  132,  Sth  Lond.  ed.) 

The  registration  of  a  vessel  at  the  custom  house  under  a 
bill  of  sale,  although  accompanied  by  the  oath  of  the  per- 
son in  whose  name  it  is  registered  that  he  is  the  true  and 
only  owner,  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  ownership,  the  ob- 
ject of  the  registry  being  simply  to  determine  the  national 
character  of  the  vessel ;  and  though  the  bill  of  sale  is  ab- 
solute upon  its  face,  it  may  be  shown  that  it  was  intended, 
in  fact,  to  operate  as  mortgage.  [Sharp  agt.  United  States 
Ins.  Co.,  14  Johns.,  201 ;  Weston  agt.  Penniman,  1  Mason, 
318;  Ring  agt.  Franklin,  2  Hall  jR.,  1;  Dey  agt.  Dunham, 
16  Johns.,  556.) 

To  make  a  mortgagee  responsible  for  suppliesi  it  must  be 
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ehowQ  either  that  he  was  in  possession  of  the  vessel  {Miles 
agt.  Spinola,  4  Hillj  177,)  or  that  they  were  furnished  at 
his  request,  or  by  the  direction  of  some  person  authorized 
to  contract  on  his  behalf.  Nothing  of  the  kind  having  been 
shown  here,  there  was  no  ground  whatever  for  the  judg« 
ment. 

Judgment  reversed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Lucius  M.  Bangs,  receiver,  Ac.  of  the  Genesee  Mutual  Insu- 
rance Company  agt.  Henuy  W.  Barto. 

By  the  <'  aot  to  facilitate  the  closing  up  of  insolvent  and  dissolyed  matEal  insurance 
companies,"  passed  April  21,  1882,  it  was  intended  to  limit  the  eo$t8,  btiides 
ditburaements,  to  twenty  dollars,  in  all  oases  where  actions  had  been  oom- 
mencedy  and  had  not  proceeded  to  judgment,  whether  thej  should  be  referred 
under  the  fif^  section  to  a  referee^  or  the  issues  joined  should  be  tried  by  the 
court  or  a  jury. 

Wyoming  Special  Term,  December^  1862. 

Motion  for  readjustment  of  costs.  The  action  was  tried 
by  the  court  at  the  Genesee  November  circuit,  1862,  and 
decision  of  the  court  was  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $196. 
The  bill  of  costs,  containing  charges  for  term  and  trial  fees, 
amounting  to  $70,  was  presented  to  the  clerk  for  adjust- 
ment. These  items  were  rejected  and  $20  substituted.  The 
action  was  upon  a  premium  note  given  for  a  policy  of  insu- 
rance. 

A.  N.  WzlijT^,  for  plaintiff, 
C.  Henshaw,  ybr  defendant, 

Marvin,  Justice.  Whether  the  clerk  was  right,  depends 
upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  act  of  April  21, 
1862,  entitled  '^  An  act  to  facilitate  the  closing  up  of  insol- 
vent  and  dissolved  mutual  insurance  companies/'    (Sui. 
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Laws  1862,  743.)  The  first  section  of  the  act  provides  for 
a  reference  to  a  sole  referee  of  any  controversy  or  disagree- 
ment in  the  settlement  of  any  demand  or  claim  against  a 
member  or  stockholder. 

The  2d)  3d  and  4th  sections  relate  to  the  powers  and 
duties  of  the  referee  and  the  practice,  including  an  appeal 
to  the  supreme  court.  It  is  declared  in  the  fifth  section 
that  "  the  supname  court  shall  have  power  to  refer  all  ac- 
tions now  pending  therein,  wherein  any  such  receiver  is  a 
party,  and  when  any  controversy  arises,  as  mentioned  in 
the  first  section  of  this  act.  Such  reference  shall  in  no 
way  prejudice  the  proceedings  already  had."  The  sixth 
section  provides :  "  The  prevailing  party  shall  recover  the 
disbursements  to  the  controversy  only.  This  act  shall  not 
affect  the  costs  already  made  in  actions  pending,  and  the 
costs  now  incurred  in  actions  pending  shall  abide  the  event 
of  the  action,  not  to  exceed  $20  in  cases  where  no  judgment 
has  been  entered.  Costs  on  appeal  may  be  allowed  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  and  may  be  absolute  or  directed  to 
abide  the  event  of  the  action." 

The  supreme  court  has  power  to  refer  actions  pending 
when  the  parties  to  the  action  and  the  controversy  are  such 
as  are  specified  in  the  first  section  of  the  act.  This  is  so 
provided  by  the  fifth  section.  The  first  sentence  in  the 
sixth  section  is :  "  The  prevailing  party  shall  recover  the 
disbursements  to  the  controversy  only." 

If  the  act  stopped  here,  it  would  be  clear  that  disburse- 
ments only  could  be  recovered  in  the  case  of  a  reference 
under  the  fifth  section.  It  provides,  however :  "  This  act 
shall  not  affect  the  costs  already  made  in  actions  pending, 
and  the  costs  now  incurred  in  actions  pending  shall  abide 
the  event  of  the  action,  not  to  exceed  $20  in  case  where  no 
judgment  has  been  entered." 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  argues  that  these  provisions 
apply  only  to  actions  pending  at  the  time  the  act  was 
passed,  and  which  have  been  actually  referred  under  sec- 
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tion  five.  That  the  entire  act  relates  to  references  and  to 
cases  that  have  been  referred ;  and  that  all  that  is  said 
touching  costs  relates  to  such  cases.  I  think  such  is  not 
the  true  construction  of  these  provisions  of  the  act.  It  was 
intended  by  the  legislature  that  in  pending  actions  the 
prevailing  party's  right  to  costs  should  not  be  affected,  but 
that  the  costs  incurred  in  such  actions  should  abide  the 
event  of  the  action,  not,  however,  to  exceed  twenty  dollars. 
If  there  could  have  been  any  doubt  as  to  the  proper  con- 
struction, it  would  be  removed  by  the  words,  '*  in  cases 
where  no  judgment'  has  been  entered."  It  was  the  inten* 
tion  to  include  all  pending  cases  that  had  not  gone  to  judg- 
ment. 

There  had  been  no  judgment  in  cases  referred  pursuant 
to  this  statute,  as  there  could  have  been  no  such  references. 

Unless  these  provisions  touching  costs  include  all  cases 
pending,  whether  they  should  be  tried  by  jury,  the  court,  or 
a  referee  appointed  under  the  act,  the  words,  "  in  cases  where 
no  judgment  has  been  entered,"  would  be  certainly  mean- 
ingless. I  think  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to 
limit  the  costs,  besides  disbursements,  to  twenty  dollars, 
in  all  cases  where  actions  had  been  commenced  and  had  not 
proceeded  to  judgment,  whether  they  should  be  referred 
under  the  fifth  section  to  a  referee,  or  the  issues  joined 
should  be  tried  by  the  court  or  a  jury.  The  clerk  was 
right  and  the  motion  must  be,  denied. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Skinnek  and  others  agt.  Stuart  and  others. 

A  plAintiffoumot  maintain  an  equitable  action  in  his  own  name  against  any  debtor 
of  the  defendants  in  an  attachment  auity  to  oollcct  and  reoette  the  debts,  eredits 
and  effects  of  such  defendants  allej^ed  to  bo  in  the  possession  of  their  debtor, 
without  Mmplying  with  the  proTisions  of  §  338  of  the  Code,  which  requires  an 
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nndertfkking,  J^o.y  to  be  given  by  the  plaintilf  to  the  aheriff;|  who  hu  levied  the 
attachment. 
And  where  there  ia  nothing  ftated  in  the  complaint  to  show  fraod  or  eollnsion,  or 
combination  obstracting  the  ordinary  processes  of  the  law,  and  that  the  lien  of 
the  attachment  cannot  be  enforced  without  the  intervention  of  the  court,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  equitable  powers,  snch  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  by  the 
plaintiff,  even  by  the  compliance  with  the  provitions  of  §  288  of  the  Code. 

JVeio  York  General  Term,  March,  1863. 
Ingraham,  Leonard  and  Peckham,  Justices. 

Demurrer  to  complaint.  The  facts  will  sufficiently  ap- 
pear in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

By  the  court,  Clerke,  Justice.  At  commoti  law,  when 
personal,  tangible  property  was  levied  upon  under  an  exe- 
cution, it  forthwith  vested  in  the  sheriff — the  plaintiff  in 
the  execution  could  not  meddle  with  it;  if  it  was  converted 
or  concealed  or  taken  away,  none  but  the  sheriff  could  re- 
take it,  or  by  action  i*ecover  it,  or  the  value  of  it.  The 
property  when  once  levied  upon,  was  in  the  custody  of  the 
law,  and  its  minister,  the  sheriff,  was  bound  to  preserve  it 
against  all  the  world  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  judg- 
ment. To  him  alone  could  the  plaintiff  look  for  the  appli- 
cation of  the  property  to  this  purpose. 

The  law  now  allows  a  provisional  remedy  in  certain 
cases  to  secure  the  application  of  property  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  an  alleged  debt;  immediately  after  the  commence- 
ment of  an  action,  and,  of  course,  before  the  claim  is  estab- 
lished. By  this  provisional  remedy,  a  warrant  of  attach- 
ment is  issued ;  if  it  is  tangible  personal  property,  the 
sheriff  shall  keep  the  property  seized  by  him,  and  all  debts, 
credits  and  effects  of  the  defedant,  he  shall  collect  and 
receive  into  his  possession.  He  may  take  such  legal  pro- 
ceedings, either  in  his  own  name  or  in  the  name  of  the 
defendant,  as  may  be  necessary  for  that  purpose.  (§  232 
of  Code,)  This  section  certainly  does  not  authorize  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action  in  which  the  attachment  is  issued, 
to  commence  an  action  to  take  possession  of  the  tangible 
property  levied  upon,  or  to  take  legal  proceedings  to  coU 
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lect,  or  receive  into  his  possession  debts,  credits  and  effects 
of  the  defendants. '  He  is  precisely  under  the  same  disa- 
bility in  that  respect,  in  which  the  plaiptifi"  in  an  execution 
was  placed,  before  the  legislature  gave  the  right  to  this 
provisional  remedy.  He  can  no  more  meddle  with  or  claim 
possession  of  the  property  under  it,  than  he  could  at  any 
time  under  an  execution.  The  property  is  in  the  same 
manner  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  he  can  only  look  to 
the  sheriff',  who  is  responsible  to  him  for  its  application  to 
any  judgment  which  he  may  recover.  The  only  provision 
in  the  Code,  or  in  any  statute,  which  admits  of  any  pro- 
ceedings directly  by  the  plaintiff,  is  contained  in  section 
238,  which  says  that  the  actions  authorized  in  the  chapter 
to  be  brought  by  the  sheriff,  may  be  prosecuted  by  the 
plaintiff,  or  under  his  direction,  upoA  the  delivery  by  him 
to  the  sheriff  of  an  undertaking  executed  by  two  sufficient 
sureties,  &c.  So  that,  by  complying  with  the  conditions  of 
this  section,  the  plaintiff  may  undoubtedly  prosecute,  in 
his  own  name,  any  action  which  the  sheriff  could  have  pro- 
secuted; that  is,  if  there  are  debts,  credits  and  effects,  he 
may,  in  his  own  name,  take  such  legal  proceedings  as  may 
be  necessary  to  collect  and  receive  them  into  his  possession. 
If  it  is  a  promissory  note  belonging  to  the  defendant,  he 
may  sue  the  parties  liable  on  the  note,  in  his  own  name,  or 
he  may  sue  any  debtor  of  the  defendant,  or  any  person, 
who,  like  the  defendants  Stuart  in  this  action,  have  moneys, 
bills,  notes  or  other  evidences  of  debt,  or  other  property 
belonging  to  the  defendant  in  the  attachment.  But  cer- 
tainly he  cannot  do  this  under  the  provisions  of  the  Code, 
without  complying  with  the  conditions  which  it  prescribes. 
It  is  nowhere  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  he  has  executed 
an  undertaking  to  the  sheriff;  and  he  has  no  such  right  at 
common  law,  he  must  strictly  comply  with  the  terms  upon 
which  the  statute  gives  him  this  new  right.  As  I  have 
already  shown,  he  has  no  more  right  at  common  law,  or  by 
any  previous  statute,  to  ij^mmence  such  a  suit  than  he  had 
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to  commence  a  suit  to  collect  and  receive  into  his  poaaes- 
sion  debts,  credits  and  effects  of  the  defendant  under  an 
execution,  before  the  provisional  remedy  was  authorized 
by  law. 

2.  But,  even  if  he  did  comply  with  the  conditions  pre- 
scribed by  the  Code,  could  an  action  of  this  kind  be  main- 
tained 7  This  is  an  action  requiring  the  equitable  interpo- 
sition of  the  court,  seeking  its  extraordinary  instead  of  its 
ordinary  remedies.  The  complaint  sets  forth  that  the  de- 
fendants Stuart  &  Company  have  a  large  amount  of  per- 
sonal property,  consisting  of  moneys,  bills,  notes  and  other 
evidences  of  debt  and  property  deposited  with  them,  by 
and  belonging  to  Shepherd  k  Moore,  the  defendants  iu  the 
attachment  suit.  It  shows  no  fraud,  collusion  or  combinar 
tion  obstructing  the  ordinary  processes  of  the  law;  it 
does  not  show  that  those  processes  have  been  exhausted. 
Indeed,  it  does  not  show  that  they  have  ever  been  resorted 
to,  for  they  could  not  have  been  resorted  to  without  first 
bringing  a  common  law  action.  There  is  nothing  stated 
in  the  complain^;,  as  is  erroneously  supposed  by  the  court 
below,  to  show  that  the  lien  cannot  be  enforced  without 
the  intervention  of  the  court  in  the  exercise  of  its  equitable 
powers.  If  the  defendants,  Stuart  k  Co.,  withhold  the 
statement  required  of  them  by  the  Code,  a  summary  method 
is  provided  by  which  they  can  be  compelled  to  furnish  that 
statement,  and  if  they  refuse  to  deliver  the  property  to  the 
sheriff,  the  remedy  afforded  by  an  ordinary  action  will  be 
ample  for  the  plaintiffs,  if  they  think  proper  to  resort  to  it, 
by  first  complying  with  the  conditions  which  the  Code  pre- 
scribes. *   I 

It  is,  in  my  opinion,  a  great  mistake  to  say  that  the  reme- 
dies afforded  by  the  chapter  of  the  Code  relating  to  attach- 
ments  are  merely  cumulative.  They  are  the  only  remedies 
known  to  the  law  in  such  cases.  Where  a  lien  was  ob- 
tained on  personal  property  under  a  judgment  previous  to 
the  enactment  of  the  Code,  no  ^e  but  the  sheriff  could 
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have  enforced  the  lien  by  virtue  of  the  execution.  As  I 
have  shown,  where  the  property  was  levied  upon,  it  vested 
in  him,  and  he  was  responsible  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  faith- 
ful performance  of  his  duties. 

The  sheriff  alone  could  sue  for  its  recovery  when  con- 
verted, concealed  or  taken  away.  Where,  indeed,  the  exe- 
cution was  returned  unsatisfied,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  his  creditor's  bill ;  or  where  an  execution  was  issued, 
and  the  enforcement  of  thS  execution  was  obstructed  by 
fraud,  collusion  or  combination,  the  extraordinary  aid  of  a 
court  of  equity  would  be  afforded  to  remove  the  obstruc- 
tion. But  this  case  does  not  fall  within  either  of  these 
classes  of  equitable  remedies.  Neither  will  the  pretence  of 
settling  priorities  among  the  attaching  creditors  warrant 
the  court  in  assuming  extraordinary  jurisdiction.  If  the 
sheriff  sued  and  received  possession  of  the  property,  he 
would  satisfy  the  attaching  creditors  in  the  order  of  their 
priority.  If  any  attaching  creditor  commences  an  action 
under  section  238  of  the  Code,  and,  as  in  this  case,  prays 
to  have  the  property  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  that  officer 
will  do  precisely  the  same  as  if  the  action  was  prosecuted 
in  his  name. 

The  complaint  cannot  be  sustained:  1st,  because  the 
plaintiffs  have  not  complied  with  the  condition  of  the  sec- 
tion of  the  Code  (§238)  which  authorizes  tbe  plaintiffs  to 
commence  an  action;  and  2d,  if  they  did  comply  with  it, 
the  complaint  does  not  state  a  sufficient  cause  to  sustain  an 
action  of  this  nature. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  defendants  on  the  de- 
murrer with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Charles  E.  Benson  agt.  John  Tilton. 

A  decree  for  specifie  performance  to  convey  real  estate  by  deed  will  be  made  after 
the  day  fixed  in  the  agreement  for  its  delivery,  and  the  payment  or  delivery  of 
the  consideration  therefor,  where  the  time  fixed  appears  to  have  been  disregarded 
by  the  parties  as  of  the  estence  of  the  contract, 

A  ttrong  evidence  of  8a6h  disregard  by  the  parties  in  this  case  appeared  from  the 
fact  that  the  leasehold  premises  and  personal  property  to  be  given  by  the  plain- 
tiff as  a  consideration  for  the  deed  of  real  estate,  to  be  delivered  by  the  defend- 
ant, had  been  for  several  days,  both  before  and  after  the  day  fixed  for  perfonn- 
anee,  in  the  poeeetaion  of  the  defendant  by  his  agents. 

The  plaintiflf  seeks  by  this  action  to  compel  the  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  dated  24th  September,  1860, 
whereby  the  defendant  agreed  to  convey  to  him,  on  the  ninth 
day  of  October  following,  two  parcels  of  land  in  New  Jer-. 
soy,  subject  to  a  mortgage  described  in  the  contract,  in  con- 
sideration of  receiving  from  him  on  that  day  the  stock  of 
goods  and  fixtures  of  a  certain  store  in  Brooklyn,  then  kept 
and  occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  with  the  horse,  harness,  and 
grocer's  wagons  used  in  the  business,  and  the  assignment  of 
the  lease  by  or  under  which  the  plaintiff  held  possession  of 
the  store.  The  defendant  claims  that  he  was  exonerated 
from  all  obligations  under  the  contract  because  of  the  fail- 
ure of  the  plaintifi*  to  assign  and  deliver  to  him  the  lease 
on  the  ninth  day  of  October,  as  he  had  agreed  to  do  by  the 
contract — thus  assuming  that  time  was  of  the  essence  of 
the  contract. 

John  M.  Martin,  for  plaintiff. 
Harrington  and  Grieff, /or  defendant. 

ScRUGHAM,  Justice.  In  determining  this  question,  a  court 
of  equity,  while  carefully  regarding  the  expressions  of  the 
contract  upon  the  principle  that  in  general  the  parties  must 
be  considered  as  intending  what  they  express,  will  also  in- 
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quire  into  the  conduct  of  the  contracting  parties  to  ascer- 
tain whether  they  have  not  so  acted  as  to  enable  the  court 
to  give  to  the  contract  a  meaning  different  from  its  prima 
facie  obvious  import,  or  whether  they  have  not  disregarded 
the  appointed  day,  and  dealt  together  on  the  footing  that 
the  contract  should  be  construed  as  a  contract  to  complete 
in  a  reasonable  time.  {Parkin  agt.  Thorald,  11  Eng.  Law 
and  Eq.,  277.) 

To  decide  whether  the  day  fixed  in  the  agreement  for  its 
completion  was  disregarded  by  the  parties,  it  will  be  neces* 
sary  to  determine  whether  either  of  them  performed,  or 
offered  to  perfornj,  his  part  of  the  contract  on  that  day. 
Upon  this  question,  as  upon  almost  every  question  of  fact 
presented  on  the  trial,  there  is  much  conflicting  evidence ; 
and  as  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  view  which  I  have 
taken  of  the  case  depend  mainly  upon  its  solution,  it  is 
•proper  that  I  should  state  briefly  the  considerations  which 
have  led  to  my  conclusion  upon  it.  It  would  be  a  circum- 
stance corroborative  of  the  evidence  produced  by  the  de- 
fendant to  show  that  he  tendered  and  demanded  perform- 
ance  on  the  day  fixed,  if  the  object  of  the  contract  or  the 
intentions  he  had  in  view  in  making  it  would  be  defeated, 
or  in  any  manner  .injuriously  affected  by  a  failure  to  com- 
plete it  on  that  day.  The  object  of  the  contract  was  to 
effect  an  exchange  of  the  lands  in  New  Jersey  for  the  stock 
jof  goods  in  the  store  and  other  property,  and  so  much  of 
the  term  demised  by  the  lease  as  should  be  unexpired  on  the 
ninth  day  of  October,  1860.  To  effect  this  object,  it  was 
not  necessary  that  a  formal  assignment  of  the  lease  should 
be  executed  and  delivered  on  the  ninth  of  October ;  but  it 
was  essential  that  the  defendant  should  have  possession  on 
that  day  of  the  premises  demised  by  the  lease — for  other- 
wise he  would  not  enjoy  the  whole  of  the  term  which  was 
to  be  assigned  to  him  ;  and  as  before,  and  on  the  ninth  day 
of  October,  1860,  he,  by  his  agents,  had  possession  of  the 
stock  of  goodff,  fixtures,  and  store,  and  was  conducting  the 
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buBinesB  there  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  he  would 
not  probably  be  prejudiced  by  the  neglect  of  the  plaintiff 
to  deliver  to  him  an  assignment  of  the  lease  on  that  day, 
or  by  a  delay  in  that  respect  for  a  reasonable  time.  The 
intention  of  the  defendant  in  making  the  contract  appears 
to  have  been  to  procure  the  store  with  its  fixtureSi  stock  of 
goods,  and  other  property  ujsed  in  the  business  for  the  ben- 
efit of  his  brothers,  Wm.  H.  Tilton^and  Robt.  L.  Tilton, 
that  they  might  be  establislied  in  business  there.  In  pur- 
suance of  this  intention,  the  defendant  authorized  Wm.  H. 
Tilton  to  make  the  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  and  gen- 
erally to  manage  the  business  growing  out  of  it.  Wm.  H. 
Tilton,  believing  that  the  lease  was  not  transferable  without 
the  consent  of  the  lessor,  called  with  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
agent  of  the  landlord  to  see  whether  such  consent  or  a  new 
leas&  would  be  given.  This  was  on  the  tenth  of  October; 
and  it  is  a  circumstance  scarcely  consistent  with  the  pro-* 
position  that  the  defendant  had,  through  the  same  Wnu  H. 
Tilton,  rescinded  the  contract  on  the  day  before.  The  de- 
fendant claims  that  the  deed  was  tendered,  and  the  assign- 
ment of  the  lease  demanded  by  Wm.  H.  Tilton,  as  his  agent, 
at  an  interview  between  him  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  pres- 
ence of  Robert  L.  Tilton  and  Robert  T.  Smith,  in  the  office 
in  the  back  part  of  the  store.  William  H.  Tilton  testifies 
that  this  interview  was  on  the  ninth  of  October,  and  Smith 
states  that  he  thinks  it  was  on  the  ninth,  but  is  not  certain ;. 
and  this  same  witness  also  testifies  to  another  interview  be- 
tween William  H.  Tilton  and  the  plaintiff,  which  he  says 
took  place  on  the  day  before  that  at  which  the  deed  was 
exhibited,  and  at  which  first  interview  William  H.  Tilton 
told  the  plaintiff  "  he  would  be  ready,  and  that  he  wanted 
him  lo  have  the  lease,"  William  H.  Tilton  does  not  state 
that  any  interview  took  place  between  him  and  the  plain- 
tiff before  the  ninth,  but  he  noentions  one  as  having  occur- 
red on  the  morning  of  that  day,  at  which  he  told  the  plain* 
tiff  that  the  defendant  was  ready  to  complete  the  contract 
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on  Ilia  part.  If  this  was  the  same  interview  of  which 
Smith  speaks  as  ocourrinjg  on  the  day  before  that  at  which 
the  deed  was  exhibited,  it  wonid  fix  the  time  of  the  latter 
afa  of  the  tenth  of  October.  Robert  L.  Tilton  testifies  that 
he  was  present  at  but  one  interview  between  William  H. 
Tilton  and  the  plaintiff  at  the  store ;  that  it  was  in  the 
back  office ;  that  he  went  into  the  office  with  them,  and  that 
he  "  thinks  it  was  on  the  10th ;  the  day  after  the  agreement 
was  to  be  consummated."  The  plaintiff  fixes  the  time  of 
the  interview  in  the  back  office  at  which  the  deed  was  ex- 
hibited as  the  evening  of  the  10th  of  October,  and  he  states 
that  he  and  William  H.  Tilton  immediately  thereafter  went 
from  the  store  to  the  office  of  Mr.  Mackey,  the  agent  of  the 
landlord,  and  had  the  interview  with  him  to  which  I  have 
referred,  and  which  all  agree  occurred  on  the  tenth  of  Oc- 
tober. 

Edward  K.  Edlin,  who  was  a  clerk  in  the  store  at  the 
time  of  the  interview  between  the  Messrs.  Tilton  and  the 
plaintiff  in  the  back  office,  and  who  noticed  it,  testifies  that 
on  that  occasion  William  H.  Tilton  and.  the  plaintiff  went 
from  the  store  together  to  Mr.  Mackey's  office,  and  after- 
wards returned  together. 

Considering  this  testimony  in  connection  with  the  cir- 
cumstances to  which  I  have  alluded,  I  have  concluded  that 
the  interview  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  Messrs.  Tilton 
at  which  the  deed  was  exhibited  occurred  on  the  tenth,  and 
not  on  the  ninth  of  October,  1860;  that  the.  time  fixed  for 
the  delivery  of  the  deed  and  the  assignment  of  the  lease 
was  not  regarded  by  the  parties  as  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract,  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  neither  of  them 
performed,  or  offered  to  perform,  on  the  day  fixed  in  the 
agreement ;  and  that  the  defendant,  by  his  agents,  contin- 
ued in  possession  of  the  store  for  five  or  six  days  thereafter. 
If  the  delivery  of  the  assignment  of  the  lease  on  the  par- 
ticular .day  fixed  was  a  material  condition  of  the  contract, 
the  defendant,  on  restoring  to  the  plaintiff  all  that  he  had 
ToL.  ZXIT.  38 
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received  from  him  under  it,  might  have  rescinded  it  on  that 
day,  on  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  such  delivery. 
He  could  not,  however,  continue  in  possession  of  the  pre* 
mises  after  that  day,  and  then  rescind  the  contract  for  hav- 
ing had  an  intermediate  possession  of  the  premises  under 
the  agreement ;  he  could  not  restore  the  plaintiff  to  his  ori- 
ginal position.  {Hunt  agt.  Silk^  5  East^  449 ;  Mason  agt. 
Borst^  1  Dcnto,  69.)  The  defendant,  it  is  true,  claims  that 
he  never  had  possession  of  the  store ;  but  that  his  agents 
went  in  under  an  agreement  that  one  of  the  plaintiff's  sons 
(Alexander  Benson)  should  take  charge  of  the  premises 
until  the  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  deed.  The  only  vnt- 
nesB  who  testifies  to  such  an  agreement  is  William  H.  Til- 
ton;  and  the  plaintiff  being  examined  as  a  witness  in  his 
own  behalf,  contradicts  all  of  his  statements  in  that  respect. 
I  do  not  consider  it  important  to  determine  this  question, 
for  it  appears  that  the  defendant's  agents  were  in  possession 
after  Alexander  Benson  left,  and  so  continued  after  the  time 
fixed  for  the  completion  of  the  contract.  By  so  continuing 
in  possession  of  the  store  and  of  the  property  received  from 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  must  be  considered  as  having 
waived  his  right  to  a  delivery  of  the  assignment  of  the 
lease  on  the  day  mentioned  for  that  purpose  in  the  agree> 
ment ;  and  no  other  time  having  been  fixed  by  notice  or 
otherwise,  his  subsequent  acts  did  not  affect  the  right  of 
the  plaintiff  to  complete  the  performance  of  the  contract 
on  his  part,  and  demand  its  fulfillment  by  the  defendant. 
He  did  this  within  a  reasonable  time,  to  wit,  on  the  Slst 
of  October,  1860,  by  the  tender  and  demand  made  on  that 
day. 

In  adjudging  specific  performance,  provision  should  be. 
made  to  compensate  the  plaintiff  for  the  loss  he  has  sus- 
tained by  the  delays.  In  estimating  this,  it  will  not  be  pro- 
per to  consider  the  depreciation  in  the  value  of  the  lands ; 
but  only  the  value  of  their  use  during  the  period  that  they 
bave  been  kept  from  him.    P^mages  resulting  from  such 
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depreciation  would  be  speculative,  and  are  not  such  as 
would  necessarily  result  from  the  failure  of  the  defendant 
to  deliver  the  deed  at  the  time  appointed — ^for  they  are  cal- 
culated entirely  upon  the  presumption  that  the  plaintiff 
would  have  sold  the  lands  if  he  had  possessed  the  title ; 
wHile  it  is  equally  reasonable  to  presume  that  he  would 
have  retained  them.  Such  estimates  are  proper  in  regard 
to  contracts  respecting  leasehold  estates — for  in  such  cases 
the  property  itself  being  the  term  wastes  by  delay ;  and  all 
of  the  authorities  which  the  plaintiff  cites  to  sustain  his 
claim  for  such  damages  refer  to  leasehold  property.  The 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  that  the  defendant  convey 
to  him  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  complaint  pursuant  to 
the  agreement,  and  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  principal 
sum  secured  by  the  mortgage  therein  mentioned,  and  that 
be  pay  the  plaintiff  such  sum  as  upon  a  reference  to  be  or- 
dered for  that  purpose  shall  be  found  to  be  the  fair  value 
of  the  use  and  occupancy  of  the  premises  from  the  Slst  day 
of  October,  1860,  to  the  date  of  the  referees'  report  in  that 
respect,  after  deducting  all  taxes  upon  the  lands  that  havo 
been  or  may  be  paid  during  that  period ;  and  also  that  the 
defendants  pay  the  costs  of  this  action. 


-♦•- 


SUPREME  COUET. 
John  F.  Fenton,  respondent  agt.  Elzi  Flago,  appellant 

Where  aa  extcvtUm  has  been  dnly  iflined  and  duly  returned  bj  the  sheriff  iin«itii« 
fled  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  the  plidntiff  has  in  no  wise  interfered,  he  may  safely 
act  upon  the  return  of  the  sheriff,  to  institute  proc$edings  $uppUmMiary  to 
execution*  And  the  qnesti^m  whether  there  was  property  which  the  sheriff 
ought  to  have  taken  and  sold  for  the  purpoee  of  satisfying  the  Judgment  in  wholt 
or  in  part,  caimot  be  ratted. 

Erie  General  Term,  May,  1861. 
Mabtin,  Davis  and  Gkoveb,  Justices. 
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Apfsal  from  order  appointing  a  receiver  in  proceedings 
Aupplementarj  to  execution. 

A.  SKEhuo^f  for  plaintiff. 

Wm.  H.  Henderson,  for  defendant 

By  the  court,  Martin,  P.  J.  It  appeared  from  the  ex- 
amination of  the  defendant  that  he  owns  and  is  in  posses- 
sion of  1,000  or  1,100  acres  of  land  in  Cattaraugus  county, 
urorth  about  $10  an  acre,  incumbered  by  a  mortgage  to  one 
Dow  of  $2,100,  and  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  of 
$3,100,  and  perhaps  some  $400  or  $500  of  interest,  &c.,  be- 
sides the  judgment  upon  which  the  proceedings  in  question 
are  had.  This  judgment  was  for  $1,514.81,  a  portion  of 
which,  by  stipulation,  was  not  due ;  the  amount  due,  and  to 
collect  which  the  execution  was  issued,  was  $514.81,  and  in- 
terest from  July  5, 1 860.  The  execution  was  issued  Novem- 
ber 2^  1860,  and  was  returned  by  the  sheriff  on  or  before  the 
1st  day  of  December.  No  call  was  made  upon  the  defend- 
ant by  the  sheriff,  nor  was  he  aware  that  execution  had 
been  issued  until  the  institution  of  these  proceedings. 

The  defendant  had  some  personal  property,  all  of  which 
was  incumbered  by  chattel  mortgages.  This  proceeding 
was  under  the  first  branch  of  section  292  of  the  Code,  pro- 
viding for  those  cases  in  which  an  execution  has  been 
returned  unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part.  The  position  of 
the  defendant's  counsel  is  that  the  plaintiff  must  make  an 
effort  in  good  faith  to  collect  his  debt  by  execution,  and 
must  exhaust  that  remedy  before  resorting  to  this  proceed- 
ing, and  that  in  this  case  such  effort  has  not  been  made, 
and  the  remedy  by  execution  has  not  been  exhausted. 

The  language  of  the  Revised  Statutes  relating  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  chancery  is :  "  Whenever  an  exe- 
cution against  the  property  of  a  defendant  shall  have  been 
issued  on  a  judgment  at  law,  and  shall  have  been  returned 
unsatisfied,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  party  suing  out  such 
O^ecution  majr  file  a  bill  in  chancery,  &o.''    (2  R.  &i  ITS, 
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§38.)  It  will  be  seen  on  consulting  the  Code  (§202)  that 
the  same  language  touching  the  return  is  used,  when  the 
execution  "  is  returned  unsatisfied,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the 
judgment  creditor,  at  any  time  after  such  returli  made,  is 
entitled  to  an  order,  &c." 

Under  the  Revised  Statutes  it  was  constantly  held  that 
the  complainant  must  have  exhausted .  his  remedy  at  law 
before  filing  his  bill.  (4  Paige,  309  ;  7  Paigey  663 ;  Mo- 
Elwain  agt.  Willis,  9  W.,  548-560.)  The  execution  must 
have  been  duly  issued  to  the  sheriflF  of  the  proper  county, 
and  then  duly  returned,  or  it  was  held  that  the  remedy  at 
law  was  not  properly  exhausted.     (1  Barb.  Ch.  R.,  402.) 

When  the  execution  has  been  duly  issued  and  duly  re* 
turned  by  the  sheriff  unsatisfied,  in  whole  or  in  part,  and 
the  plaintiff  has  in  no  wise  interfered,  I  am  not  aware  of 
any  case  permitting  the  question  to  be  raised  that  there 
was  property  which  the  sheriff  ought  to  have  taken  and 
sold  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  judgment  in  whole  or 
in  part.  And  I  apprehend  that  this  question,  under  such 
circubostances,  cannot  be  made.  The  plaintiff  having  done 
all  that  the  law  required  of  him,  may  act  safely  upon  the 
return  of  the  sheriff.  If  the  plaintiff  acted  in  good  faith, 
and  the  sheriff  made  a  false  return,  the  plaintiff  was  not  to 
be  deprived  of  his  creditor's  bill,  and  so  now,  of  his  order 
from  a  judge  requiring  the  debtor  to  appear  and  answer  con- 
cerning  his  property.  The  question  is  one  of  jurisdiction. 
The  statute  says,  when  the  execution  shall  have  been  re* 
turned  unsatisfied,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  party  may  file 
his  bill  in  chancery,  and  by  the  'Code,  when  the  execution 
is  returned  unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  judgment 
creditor  is  entitled  to  an  order  from  a  judge. 

It  seems  that  such  return  is  made  the  evidence  upon 
which  the  jurisdiction  depends,  assuming,  of  course^  that 
the  judgment  creditor  has  performed  all  that  the  law  re- 
quires of  him,  and  has  not  improperly  interfered  with  the 
sheriff.     In  McElwain  agt.  Willis,  (9  W.,  560,)  Justice 
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Nelson,  in  the  court  for  correction  of  errors,  says,  after 
citing  the  Revised  Statutes :  ^*  The  ground  upon  which  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  rests  in  such  cases  is,  that  the 
legal  remedy  has  been  exhausted  without  satisfaction  of 
the  judgment,  and  certainly  the  best  evidence  of  the  fact 
is  the  official  return  of  the  sheriff  that  no  goods  or  chattels, 
lands  or  tenements,  can  be  found,  out  of  which  he  can  levy 
the  debt  by  virtue  of  the  execution.  Upon  any  other  view, 
the  question,  whether  there  was  property  subject  to  an 
execution  or  not,  would  be  open  to  be  litigated  by  the  par- 
ties in  every  proceeding  of  the  kind  in  question,  and  to  be 
decided  by  the  court  upon  the  testimony  produced.  The 
return  of  the  officer  is  now  considered  conclusive^  and  if 
the  defendant  is  injured  by  his  misconduct,  the  law  affords 
an  ample  remedy." 

The  cases  cited  by  the  defendant's  counsel  are  not  in 
point.  The  proceedings  in  Sackett  agt.  JWu^^on,  (10  How.. 
560,)  were  under  the  second  clause  of  section  292  of  the 
Code.  The  execution  had  not  been  returned.  In  Pudney 
agt.  Griffith,  (15  Haw.,  410,)  the  plaintiff  gave  diredtions 
to  the  sheriff  as  to  the  time  of  the  return,  and  instructed 
him  npt  to  proceed  to  serve  the  execution*  In  Spencer 
agt.  Cuyler,  (17  Bow.,  158,)  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney 
interfered  with  the  sheriff  and  requested  him  to  return  the 
execution  immediately,  and  he  did  so.  The  court  regarded 
the  return  as  the  act  of  the  party  and  not  the  official  act 
of  the  sheriff.  Farqueharson  agt.  Kimball,  (18  How.^  33,)  is 
an  authority  for  the  position  I  have  taken. 

The  order  appealed  from  must  be  affirmed  with  $10  costs.* 

*  Note. — It  would  seem  that  the  question,  whether  the  sheriff's  return  to  an  ex- 
eoution  before  the  return  day,  sixty  days,  is  an  irregvtlarUy,  whleh  the  tapreme 
oourt,  now  clothed  with  equitable  as  well  as  legal  powers,  U  bound  to  take  notiUf 
on  the  institution  of  supplementary  proceedings,  will  probably  hare  to  be  settted 
by  the  oonrt  of  appeaIs.^[Bxp. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Daniel  Penn   agt.  GEdRCE  Bemsen,  late  sheriff  of  Kings 

County. 

When  the  pluntiff  hw  the  right  to  take  the  persom  qfaUth*  drfMdant$  in  nt- 
isfftotion  of  hU  judgment,  it  oarriea  with  it  the  right  to  proceed  againflt  the  hail 
^  one  qf  thMm,  m  to  whom  there  may  he  a  return  of  noil  $$t  iiiio$ntu8. 

Brooklyn  General  Term,  Decembetj  1862. 
Emott,  Lott  and  Brown,  Justices, 

Mr.  McAdam,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  W.  Gilbert,  for  the  defendant. 

By  the  court,  Brown,  Justice.  In  June,  1858,  the  plain- 
tiff Qommenced  an  aotion  in  this  court  against  William  C. 
Annan  and  James  W.  Embury  to  recover  the  proceeds  of 
certain  goods  sold  by  them  as  his  agents  and  for  him.  He 
obtained  an  order  of  arrest  from  one  of  the  justices  of  this 
court,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Kings — ^the* 
amount  of  the  bail  to  be  taken  being  fixed  at  $600.  The 
ordes  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  who  was  then  sheriff 
of  the  county  of  Kings,  to  be  executed.  On  the  15th  June, 
1858,  he  arrested  James  W.  Embury  under  the  order  or 
warrant,  held  him  to  bail^  and  afterwards  returned  the  or- 
der with  his  certificate  of  the  service,  and  a  copy  of  the 
undertaking  of  the  bail.  The  defendant  Annan  was  not 
arrested  on  the  order.  Within  ten  days  the  plaintiff  gave 
due  notice  that  he  did  not  accept  the  bail  taken  by  the 
sheriff.  The  bail  never  justified,  and  thus  the  sheriff  be- 
came liable  as  bail  to  the  plaintiff. 

On  the  29th  of  November,  1858,  the  plaintiff  recovered 
a  judgment  in  the  action  against  Annan  and  Embury  for 
$672.67.  It  was  duly  docketed  in  Kings  county.  An  exe- 
cution against  the  property. of  the  defendants  was  issued, 
and  returned  unsati^ed.    An  execution  against  the  bodies 
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of  the  defendants  was  then  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  Kings 
county,  which  was  returned  not  found.  A  like  execution 
was  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York,  on  which  the  defendant  Annan  was  taken,  but  which, 
as  to  the  defendant  Embury,  was  aliso  returned  not  found. 
This  action  is  brought  charging  the  defendant  as  bail.  The 
answer  sets  up  as  a  defence  the  taking  of  the  defendant 
Annan's  body  in  execution,  and  insists  that  it  is  a  satisfac- 
tion and  discharge  of  the  judgment.  The  cause  was  tried 
before  Mr.  Justice  Lott  without  a  jury  at  the  January  cir- 
cuit, 1862,  in  Kings  county,  where  the  foregoing  facts  were 
proved  or  admitted.  Judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plain- 
tiff for  $635,  besides  costs,  upon  which  judgment  was  en- 
tered, and  the  defendant  appealed. 

In  Wakeman  4r  Andrews  agt.  Lyon  4r  Evans,  (9  Wendell ^ 
241,)  it  was  decided  that  a  plaintiff  in  a  judgment  who  had 
taken  notes  as  collateral  security  for  its  payment  cannot 
maintain  an  action  upon  the  notes,  if,  after  he  took  the  same, 
he  issues  an  execution  and  imprisons  the  defendant  in  the 
judgment.  Lyon  was  the  judgment-debtor,  and  the  notes  in 
suit  were  made  by  Evans  and  him  as  collateral  security  for 
the  payment  of  the  debt.  The  action  upon  the  notes  was 
a  joint  action,  and  whatever  was  a  good  defence  to  Lyon 
was  also  good  as  to  Evans.  The  former  was  already  in  ex- 
ecution upon  the  judgment,  and  if  the  action  could  have 
been  maintained,  there  would  have  been  two  judgments 
against  him  upon  the  same  cause  of  action.  The  court, 
therefore,  held  that  the  right  of  action  upon  the  notes  was 
suspended  so  long  as  the  judgment-debtor  remained  in  cus- 
tody upon  the  execution,  which,  pro  hac  vice,  was  to  be 
deemed  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt  which  the  notes  were 
given  to  secure.  To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  Sunder- 
land agt.  Loder,  impleaded  with  Lockwood,  (5  Wend.,  58.) 
Lockwood  was  the  judgment-debtor,  and  Loder  had  given 
a  bond  as  collateral  security  to  stay  the  execution.  The 
court  here  distinguish  between  cases  when  there  are  seve* 
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ral  defendants  all  liable  for  the  judgment  debt,  and  cases 
where  there  is  but  one  judgment-debtor,  and  another  per- 
son or  persons  liable  upon  a  collateral  undertaking.  The 
latter  are  not  liable  to  an  action,  while  the  person  of  the 
judgment-debtor  is  in  custody  in  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment ;  while  in  the  case  of  a  judgment  against  several  de- 
fendants, the  taking  of  one  does  not  affect  the  plaintiffs 
right  to  pursue  the  others  until  there  is  a  payment  in  fact. 
This  is  said  to  be  a  qualification  of  the  general  rule,  that  a 
capias  ad  saiisfaciendum  is  an  execution,  and  a  full  satisfac- 
tion by  force  and  judgment  of  law.  ( Vide  also  Chapman 
agt.  Hatty  11  Wend.f  41.)  The  theory  of  the  defendant  is, 
that  where  there  are  several  defendants  liable  to  imprison- 
ment in  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  the  taking  of  one  upon  the 
execution  is  a  satisfaction  for  the  time  being  as  against  the 
others.  This  is  not  the  law.  The  plaintiff  has  the  right 
to  take  the  persons  of  all  the  defendants  in  satisfaction  of 
his  judgment,  and  this  carries  with  it  the  right  to  proceed 
against  the  bail  of  one  as  to  whom  there  may  be  a  return 
of  nan  est  inventus.  The  point  in  regard  to  the  suflSciency 
of  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  order  of  arrest  was  granted, 
taken  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  seems  to  have  been  aban- 
doned on  the  argument,  and  I  forbear  to  consider  it« 
The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


NEW  TORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

JosBFH  W.  Hartley,  respondent  agt.  Benjamin  Tatham  and 
wife,  impleaded,  &c.,  appellants. 

An  oMigiM*  qf  a  fnortgage  UkM  it  snbjeet  to  the  same  equity  that  it  wm  aabjeet 
to  In  the  hand!  of  the  ofHgnor,  aad  the  rale  that  it  is  only  an  equity  residiag  in 
the  original  debtor,  and  not  the  latent  equities  of  third  peiwni  against  tlie  as- 
signor that  hare  this  effeot,  does  not  exolnde  any  one  who  so  far  stands  in  the 
plaoe  of  the  debtor  as  to  have  acquired  his  e^ity.  It  does  not  exohide  a  Jndg- 
«Mi*  enditor  of  ih«  debtor  «Ui»iflg  to  ndeem. 
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Whme  a  defendant  in  a  mortgage  foreeloflure  suit  haa  anooeeded  to  the  rights  of  ih« 
mortgagor,  by  taking  a  deed  of  the  premiBei  rabjeet  to  the  mortgage,  he  may  In- 
eiflt  Qpon  the  faet  of  an  acival  partial  paym€fU  to  th$  mortgagee,  while  he  owned 
the  mortgage— a  faet  whieh  ordinary  preeantlon  would  hare  hronght  to  the  kaoir- 
ledge  of  the  MfigiiM,  whether  he  had  inqoired  of  the  mortgafor  or  of  the 
grantee. 

JSTew  York  General  Term,  Marchj  1863. 
BoswoBTH,  Ch.  J.y  MoNCRiEF  and  EIobertson,  Justices. 
Appeal  from  judgment  at  special  term.     The  facts  will 
sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Mr.  Glabke,  for  appellants. 
Mr.  Porter,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Bosworth,  G.  J.  This  action  is  brought 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  dated  May  30,  1861,  executed  by 
Michael  Cunningham  and  wife  to  Samuel  W.  Dunscomb, 
and  by  the  latter  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  May  13,  1862. 

The  defence  is  founded,  in  part,  on  the  allegation,  that 
while  Dunscomb  owned  the  mortgage,  one  Alfred  A. 
Aiment,  who,  by  a  written  contract  with  one  Higginson,  to 
which  Dunscomb  was  a  party,  had  contracted  for  a  deed  of 
the  premises  in  question,  subject  to  this  and  a  prior  mort- 
gage of  $4,000,  by  agreement  between  him  and  Dunscomb, 
performed  work  and  labor  to  the  amount  of  $490.03,  in 
part  payment  of  this  mortgage  ;  that,  in  execution  of  said 
written  contract,  the  deed,  at  Aiment's  request,  was  exe- 
cuted to  Tatham  instead  of  Aiment,  January  26,  1862. 
The  habendum  clause  of  this  deed  is,  '*  to  have  and  to  hold 
•  *  •  subject,  however^  •  •  *  to  a  certain  other 
indenture  of  mortgage  for  $1,500,  dated  May  30,  1861,  and 
recorded,"  Ac,  being  the  mortgage  in  question.  The  deed 
does  not  declare  that  Tatham  is  to  pay  this  mortgage,  nor 
did  the  agreement  between  Higginson  and  Aiment  require 
him  to  do  it.  That  stipulates  for  a  deed  of  the  premises 
to  Aiment,  free  and  clear  of  all  incumbrances,  "  except  the 
said  sum  of  $5,500."  Aiment  was  to  do  plumbing  work  to 
the  amount  of  $3,600  for  Higginson,  as  a  consideratipn  for 
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such  conveyance,  and  did  the  work.  The  agreement  be- 
tween Aiment  and  Dunscomb  for  doing  the  work,  &c., 
amounting  to  $490.03,  was  made  prior  to  January,  1862, 
and  was  completed  as  early  as  April,  1862,  and  on  the  3d 
of  May,  1862,  Aiment  assigned  to  Tatham  this  claim  for 
work,  amounting  to  $490.03.  The  assignment  recites  that 
the  work,  &c«,  creating  the  debt,  was  done  for  Dunscomb 
upon  his  agreement  to  credit  the  amount  on  this  mortgage. 
The  assignment  of  the  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff  was  made 
on  the  13th  of  May,  1862.  The  important  question  is, 
whether  Tatham  is  entitled  to  be  credited  with  this  sum  on 
the  mortgage. 

A  finding  by  the  court,  or  the  verdict  of  a  jury  to  the 
effect  that  this  work  was  done  by  Aiment,  under  an  agree- 
ment between  him  and  Dunscomb,  that  the  amount  of  it 
should  be  in  payment  of  the  mortgage  pro  tanto,  could  not 
be  disturbed  as  contrary  to  evidence  given,  and  substan- 
tially stricken  from  the  case  against  the  objection  and  ex- 
ception of  Tatham. 

If  the  mortgagor  had  paid  $490.03  on  the  mortgage  be- 
fore it  was  assigned,  the  assignee  would  necessarily  have 
taken  it  subject  to  such  payment.  That  position  is  not  con- 
troverted. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  this  equity  in  behalf  of  Aiment  and 
Tatham  is  a  latent  one,  in  a  third  person,  and  one  existing 
between  him  and  the  mortgagee  only,  and  that  the  assignee 
cannot  be  affected  by  it. 

It  was  necessary  for  Aiment  to  pay  off  the  mortgages 
or  suffer  the  property  to  be  sold  to  satisfy  them.  He  was 
not  personally  liable  to  pay  them,  because  he  never  agreed 
to  do  so.  If  he  had  agreed  to  pay  them  off,  he  would  be 
personally  liable  to  pay  them,  {Burr  agt.  Beers,  24  Jf.  Y. 
R.y  178,)  and  as  between  himself  and  the  mortgagor,  would 
have  been;  in  equity,  the  principal  debtor. 

Aiment,  at  the  time  he  agreed  with  Dunscomb  to  do 
work)  in  payment,  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  such  work. 
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upon  this  mortgage,  had  a  valid  contract  for  a  deed  of  the 
premises  in  question.  To  this  contract  Dunscomb  was  so 
far  a  party  that  he  assented  to  it,  and  in  such  wise  that  the 
deed,  when  executed,  was  to  be  executed  by  him  or  by  some 
one  holding  the  title  for  him ;  and  Aiment  was  either  to 
pay  the  mortgages,  in  discharge  of  the  liability  of  the  mort> 
gagor,  or  lose  all  he  paid  on  the  premises,  by  a  foredosure 
and  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

It  is  said,  in  the  opinion,  (m  James  agt  Morey^  2  Cawen 
Rep.^  298,)  that  *'  the  assignee  can  always  go  to  the  debtor 
and  ascertain  what  claims  he  may  have  against  the  bond 
or  other  chose  in  action,  which  he  is  about  purchasing  from 
the  obligee ;  but  he  may  not  be  able  with  the  utmost  dili- 
gence to  ascertain  the  latent  equity  of  some  third  person 
against  the  obligee.  He  has  not  any  object  to  which  he 
can  direct  his  inquiries,  and  for  this  reason  the  claim  of 
the  assignee,  without  notice,  of  a  chose  in  action,  was  pre- 
ferred in  the  late  case  of  Redfeam  agt.  Ferrier  and  others^ 
(1  Dow  Rep,,  60,)  to  that  of  a  third  party  setting  up  a 
secret  equity  against  the  assignor.'' 

The  right  application  of  these  rules  to  the  present  case 
cannot  produce  a  result  adverse  to  Tatham.  An  inquiry 
of  the  mortgagor  would  presumptively  have  informed  him 
of  the  fact  of  this  payment.  If  the  plaintiff  did  not  have 
notice  of  it  when  he  took  the  assignment,  he  obtained  it 
the  same  evening  and  within  a  few  hours  thereafter. 

The  deed  from  Smith  to  Tatham  was  recorded  over  two 
months  before  the  mortgage  was  assigned  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  as  that  deed  was  subject  to  this  mortgage,  it  pointed 
out  Tatham  as  a  person  interested  to  pay  the  mortgage, 
and  one  who  had  a  right  to  pay  it,  even  though  he  may 
have  been  under  no  legal  obligation  to  do  so.  He  was  a 
proper  person  to  ask  whether  he  had  made  any  payments 
upon  it  or  not. 

The  case  of  James  agt.  Marey  {supra)  is  unlike  this  in 
its  essential  particalaro.    In  that  case  the  mortgagee,  before 


NXW  TOBK  PBAOTIOS  REPORTS.        509 

MBigning  the  mortgage*  had  become  the  owner  of  the 
equitj  of  redemption,  and  might  at  his  election  treat  hia 
estate,  as  mortgagee,  as  merged  in  the  legal  estate,  or  pre- 
serve it  as  a  separate  estate. 

After  assigning  the  mortgage  he  quit-claimed  the  mort- 
gaged premises  to  the  respondent.  The  latent  equity  was 
that  of  the  respondent  under  such  deed,  who  took  it  igno* 
rant  of  the  previous  assignment  of  the  mortgage.  {Id;  2 
Cowen  Rep.,  283.)  The  mortgage  was  enforced  in  behalf 
of  the  assignee  as  a  valid  and  subsisting  security. 

Assuming  the  fact  to  be  that  Aiment  paid  to  Dunscomb 
upon  this  mortgage,  while  the  latter  owned  it,  the  sum  of 
$490.03,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  any  sound  considera- 
tions of  justice  or  equity  which  will  make  it  less  efficient 
than  if  the  same  sum  had  been  paid  at  the  same  time  by 
Cunningham.  Payment  by  the  latter  before  the  assignment 
would  be  allowed,  and  so  would  a  payment  subsequent  to 
the  assignment  and  before  notice  of  the  assignment.  {James 
agt.  Morey,  2  Coto.  it,  297 ;  3  R.  S.,  5th  ed.,  p.  59,  §  74, 
[sec.  41].) 

The  gist  of  Redfeam  agt.  Ferrier  {supra)  may  be  stated 
thus :  On  the  books  of  a  stock  company  one  Stewart  ap- 
peared to  be  the  owner  of  a  certain  number  of  its  shares. 
By  the  rules  pf  the  company  such  shares  could  be  owned 
by  individuals  only,  not  by  firms  as  such.  He  assigned  the 
shares  to  Bedfearn  as  security  for  moneys  advanced  optima 
fidej  and  it  was  sought  to  be  shown,  to  defeat  the  claim  of 
SUC&  an  assignee,- that  Stewart,  in  fact,  held  the  stock  for  a 
firm  who  were  the  true  equitable  owners.  The  question 
was  whether  this  latent  equity  of  the  firm  against  the 
assignor  could  defeat  such  an  assignee's  title,  and  on  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case  it  was  held  that  it 
could  not. 

That  case,  too,  is  essentially'unlike  the  present. 

The  true  rule  deducible  from  the  cases  I  understand  to 
be  this :  The  assignee  of  a  mortgage  takes  it  subject  to  the 
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Bame  equity  that  it  was  subject 'to  in  the  hands  of  the 
*  assignor,  and  the  rule  that  it  is  only  an  equity  residing  in 
the  original  debtor,  and  not  the  latent  equities  of  third 
persons  against  the  assignor  that  have  this  effect,  does  not 
exclude  any  one  who  so  far  stands  in  the  place  of  the 
debtor  as  to  have  acquired  his  equity.  It  does  not  exclude 
a  judgment  creditor  of  the  debtor  claiming  to  redeem. 
{Roosevelt  agt.  Bank  of  J^Tiagara,  Hopk.  iZ.,  579 ;  United 
States  agt.  Sturges,  1  Paine  JR.,  525.) 

By  force  of  the  contracTts  between  Higginson  and  Duns- 
comb,  (of  the  23d  of  April,  1860,  and  of  the  24th  of  April, 
I860,)  and  of  the  contracts  between  Higginson  and  Aiment, 
(of  the  date  of  March  30,  1861,)  and  Dunscomb's  written 
assent  and  cotemporaneous  agreement  in  relation  thereto, 
and  of  Aiment's  assignment  to  the  Bull's  Head  Bank,  and 
through  the  bank  to  Tatham,  of  the  right  to  a  deed  of  the 
premises  in  question,  and  of  the  execution  of  such  deed  to 
Tatham,  and  the  payment  by  Aiment  of^the  $490.03  on  the 
mortgage,  and  the  formal  assignment.  May  3,  1862,  by 
Aiment  to  Tatham  of  this  claim,  and  of  his  right  to  have 
it  applied  as  a  payment,  Tatham  was  substituted  in  place 
of  the  mortgagor  and  Aiment,  with  all  their  rights,  equita- 
ble as  well  as  legal. 

As  between  him  and  the  mortgagor,  the  property  was  a 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  amount  due  on  the  mort- 
gage, because  it  had  been,  and,  by  the  aforesaid  agreements, 
was  to  be  conveyed  subject  to  this  and  the  prior  mortgage 
of  $4,000.  The  mortgage  debts,  as  between  the  mortgagor 
and  Aiment,  or  as  between  the  mortgagor  and  Tatham, 
Aiment  and  Tatham  were  in  equity  bound  to  pay,  if  the 
premises  were  an  adequate  security  for  their  payment 
Such  being  the  position  of  Tatham,  he  did  pay  $490.03  on 
the  mortgage  while  Dunscomb  owned  it.  He  at  that  time 
stood  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagor,  and  was  clothed  with 
all  his  rights,  and  his  equity  to  be  protected  in  such  pay- 


NEW  TOBK  PRAOTIOE  BIPORTS.  511 

Hartlej  agt.  iathun. 

ment  is  as  clear  as  that  of  the  mortgagor  would  have  been 
if  he  had  made  the  payment  personally. 

From  the  time  of  the  recording  of  the  deed  to  Tatham, 
the  record  disclosec^  him  as  the  person  having  the  right  of 
being  under  an  equitable  obligation  to  pay  the  mortgage 
in  exoneration  of  the  personal  liability  of  the  mortgagor. 
He  was,  therefore,  a  person  of  whom  it  was  as  proper  and 
as  much  the  duty  of  one  about  taking  an  assignment  of  the 
mortgage,  to  inquire  as  to  the  fact  of  payments  as  the  mort- 
gagor himself. 

It  is  not,  therefore,  the  case  of  a  defendant  attempting 
to  set  up  against  the  assignee  of  a  mortgage  the  latent 
equity  of  a  third  person  against  the  mortgagee,  but  the 
case  of  one  who  has  succeeded  to  the  rights  of  the  mortga- 
gor, and  entitled  to  the  same  protection  that  the  law  extends 
"to  him,  insisting  upon  the  fact  of  an  actual  partial  payment 
to  the  mortgagee,  while  he  owned  the  mortgage,  a  fact 
which  ordinary  precaution  would  have  brought  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  assignee,  whether  he  had  inquired  of  the 
mortgagor  or  of  Tatham. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  taking  the  deed,  subject  to 
the  mortgage,  estops  Tatham  from  questioning  the  fact  of 
its  being  a  valid  security  for  the  face  of  it. 

The  deed  does  not  state  that  no  part  of  it  has  been  paid; 
and  no  authority  has  been  cited  which  tends  to  the  sup- 
port of  the  proposition,  that  taking  a  deed  in  the  form  of 
the  deed  to  Tatham  precludes  the  grantee  from  showing 
that  the  mortgage  had  been  in  part  paid  before  the  deed 
was  given  and  accepted. 

If  the  deed  had  not  only  id  terms  been  subject  to  this 
mortgage,  but  had  also  declared  that  the  whole  amount 
was  unpaid,  and  that  the  grantee  assumed  the  payment  of 
it,  he  might  possibly  be  precluded  from  showing,  as  between 
himself  and  a  bona  fide  assignee  of  the  mortgage,  the  fact  of 
a  partial  payment.  {Burr  agt.  Beersy  24  JV*.  Y.  ii.,  178 ; 
Haileyi  exr.  agt.  Harrison^  id.^  170.) 
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But  no  such  question  arises  here.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  the  decision  at  special  term,  excluding  evidence  of 
the  defence  consisting  of  the  facts  before  stated,  and  strik- 
ing from  the  case  the  evidence  that  ha<}  been  given  in  sup- 
port of  it,  was  erroneous,  and  that  the  judgment  should  be 
reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
The  People  agt.  William  A.  Boaedman  and  another. 

Where  a  Jaetke  of  the  peaee  iisaes  a  warrant  on  a  oomplaint  for  bcMtardgy  and  tlia 
defendant  ia  arrested  and  broogbt  before  the  said  jastiee  and  ainoih$r  jitHies 
called  to  big  aid,  pursuant  to  the  statute,  and  the  defendant  not  being  ready  for 
examination  applies  for  an  adjournment  and  executes  the  proper  bond  for  his 
appearanoe  on  the  ao^onmed  day,  there  is  no  breach  of  the  band  by  the  fisilue 
of  the  defendant  to  appear  on  the  adjourned  day.  before  the  said  jostioe  and  a 
different  Msociate  justice,  the  former  associate  justice  being  absent. 

Sieuben  County  Circuit,  1st  Monday  of  January^  1863. 

Action  on  bond  to  appear  on  adjournment  of  examina* 
tion  before  two  justices,  on  charge  of  bastard7.  The 
following  facts  were  proved  upon  the  trial :  The  warrant 
was  issued  on  a  proper  complaint  by  William  H.  Doty,  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Wayne,  in  said  county. 
and  the  defendant  was  arrested  and  brought  before  the 
said  justice,  who  thereupon  called  to  his  aid  and  associa- 
ted with  himself  Levi  Knox,  another  justice  of  the  same 
town.  The  defendant  not  being  then  ready  to  proceed 
to  the  examination,  applied  for  an  adjournment  thereof 
to  another  day/  which  was  granted,  and  the  bond  in 
question  was  executed  for  the  appearance  of  the  defend- 
ant Boardman  at  the  adjourned  day.  On  the  adjourned 
day  the  associate  justice,  Knox,  was  absent  from  the 
county,  and  Doty,  the  justice  who  issued  the  warrant, 
called  to  his  aid  Robert  Bigger,  another  justioe  of  the 


NEW  YORK  PRAOTIOK  &EP0RT8.  glS 

P«opl«  agt.  Boudnaa. 

said  town,  and  these  two  justices  appeared  at  the  time 
and  place  designated,  and  were  ready  to  proceed  with 
snch  examination.  The  defendan£  Boardman  refused  to 
appear  in  person  before  these  juetioes,  but  sent  his  attor- 
ney, who  objected  that  they  had  no  right  to  enter  upon 
or  make  the  examination.  The  said  justices,  after  wait- 
ing nearly  two  hours,  dissolved  their  court  or  sitting, 
and  handed  over  the  bond  for  prosecution. 

C.  Bell,  fair  people. 

G.  B.  Bradley, /or  defendants. 

JoHK80]>f,  Justice.  Unless  the  tribupal  before  which 
the  defendant  Boardman  undertook  to  appear  on  the  ad- 
journed day  met,  and  had  a  session  for  the  purpose  of 
an  examination,  according  to  the  statute  said  defend- 
ant was  not  in  default  for  not  appearing,  and  there  has 
been  no  breach  of  the  bond ;  and  if  there  has  been  no 
breach,  no  action^ can  be  maintained  upon  it.  If  the 
court  did  not  meet  and  sit,  there  was  nothing  before 
which  he  could  appear,  and  his  presence  at,  or  absence 
from,  the  place,  merely,  is  of  no  consequence  whatever. 

This  presents  the  question  whether  the  defendant 
Boardman  was  obliged  to  appear  and  answer  before  any 
other  justices  than  those  first  associated,  and  who  are 
named  in  the  bond.  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  ha 
was  not.  The  language  of  the  statute  is  precise  and 
explicit  upon  this  point. 

When  a  party  is  arrested  on  such  a  warrant,  and  is 
brought  before  the  justice  who  issued  it,  such  justice  is 
required  immediately  to  call  to  hi^i  aid  any  other  justice 
of  the  same  county ;  "  and  the  said  two  justices  shall 
proceed  without  unnecessary  delay  to  make  the  examina- 
tion of  the  mother." 

It  is  then  provided  by  §  12  of  the  act,  that  "if  the  said 
justices  shall  not  be  prepared  to  proceed,  or  the  person 
charged  shall  require  delay,"  they  may  adjourn  such  e^^ 
Vol.  XXIV.  33 
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aminatioa  for  any  time  not  exceeding  six  weeks,  and  take 
a  bond  with  sureties  from  such  person  for  his  appearance 
at  such  time  **  before  them." 

That  was  the  bond  given  in  the  present  case.  The 
two  justices  thus  associated  had  then  jurisdiction  of  the 
person  of  the  defendant,  and  of  the  subject  matter  of  the 
examination.  No  other  magistrates  or  tribunal  had  such 
jurisdiction ;  nor  could  it  be  obtained  without  a  new  pro- 
cess, or  the  express  consent  of  the  defendant. 

Section  13  of  the  statute  provides  that  ''the  said  justi- 
ces shall  determine  who  is  the  father  of  such  bastard,  or 
of  such  child  likely  to  be  born  a  bastard,"  and  points  out 
the  method  to  be  pursued  by  them. 

Thus  by  statute  the  said  "  justices  "  are  to  constitute 
the  tribunal  to  make  the  examination,  and  to  determine 
the  matter  before  it;  and  I  do  not  see  how  any  other  jus- 
tices, or  any  other  body,  could  take  cognizance  of  it  with- 
out the  defendant's  consent. 

It  is  urged  in  behalf  of  the^  people  that  the  justice, 
Bigger,  was  eligible,  and  might  as  well  have  been  called 
in  the  first  instance  as  the  other  Justice  Knox.  This  is 
true,  but  he  was  not  so  called  until  after  the  tribunal  to 
try  the  matter  had  been  formed,  and  it  was  then  too  late. 

The  statute  provides  that  the  justice  who  issued  the 
warrant,  and  the  justice  who  is  called  to  his  aid,  where 
the  person  arrested  is  brought  before  him,  "  shall  deter- 
mine "  the  matter.  It  is  a  tribunal  of  special  and  limited 
powers,  and  must  proceed  according  to  the  statute,  or  it 
has  no  authority  whatever.  As  there  was  no  sitting  or 
appearance  of  the  court  or  tribunal  before  which  the  de- 
fendant undertook  to  appear,  his  appearance  in  the  man- 
ner and  for  the  purpose  contemplated  by  the  statute  and 
by  the  bond,  was  impossible,  and  there  is  no  breach,  and 
no  action  can  be  maintained. 

The  defendants  must,  therefore,  have  judgment  for 
their  costs  of  their  action, 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
NoRMAK  S.  Washbubn  agt.  Joseph  F.  Franklin. 

Where  the  defence  to  a  oontraot  is  giyen  by  a  statute  founded  on  grounds  of  pnblio 
polioy  (against  stock  jobbing),  the  repeal  of  the  statute  since  the  contract  WM 
made  takes  away  the  d^enee  of  illegality  the  soma  a$  if  titdk  HatvJta  MVfr 
txUted. 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  October,  1861. 
Clerke,  Ingraham  and  Leonard,  Justices. 
Motion  for  a  new  trial,  on  appeal  from  a  judgment  at 
special  term. 

By  the  court,  Ingraham,  Justice.  In  Key  agt.  Goodwin^ 
(4  Moore  Sf  Payne,  341,)  it  is  said :  ''I  take  the  effeot  of  a 
repealing  statute  to  be  to  obliterate  it  as  completely  as  if 
it  had  never  passed,  and  that  it  must  be  considered  as  a 
law  that  never  existed,  except  for  the  purpose  of  those 
actions  or  suits  which* were  commenced  and  concluded 
while  it  was  an  existing  law."  {See  Butler  agt.  Palmer^ 
1  Hill,  324.) 

A  repealing  clause  is  such  an  express  enactment  as 
necessarily  divests  all  inchoate  rights  which  have  arisen 
under  the  statute  which  it  destroys. 

The  principle  that  a  repeal  of  an  act  which  made  a 
contract  illegal  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  repealed  also 
the  consequences  of  the  act,  even  as  to  contracts  entered 
into  while  it  was  in  force,  was  distinctly  held  in  the  Cen* 
tral  Bank  agt.  Empire  Stone  Dressing  Co,,  (26  Barb.,  23.) 

In  Curtis  agt.  Leaviit,  (15  JV.  Y.  Rep.,  p.  9-85,)  Mr.  Jus- 
tice CoMSTocK  says  of  the  statute  of  the  state  which  pro- 
hibits a  corporation  from  setting  up  the  defence  of  usury : 
'*  The  act  must  be  construed  as  a  repeal  of  the  statute  of 
usury  as  to  all  contracts  of  corporations  stipulating  to 
pay  interest,  thus  leaving  the  contract  in  full  force,  ac- 
cording to  its  terms ;  aiid  such  an  act  is  liable  to  no  con* 


(16  KXW  YORK  PRAOTICl  BIPORIS. 

WMhtatn  Bfi.  Knuoiklla. 

stitutional  objection."  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  the 
defence  of  usury  could  be  taken  away  after  the  defence 
was  pleaded.  Mr.  Justice  Selden  says :  "  Usury  being  a 
mere  statutory  defence,  not  founded  on  any  common  law 
right,  either  legal  or  equitable,  it  was  clearly  within  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  take  it  away  (p.  254.) 

And  Justice  B&owir  also  says  :  *'  The  borrower  can  have 
no  vested  interest  in  the  forfeiture  which  follows  proof  of 
usury,"  (p.  153.) 

Chief  Justice  Savage,  in  the  People  agt.  Livingsion, 
(6  Wmd.^  526,)  says :  '*  It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  legis- 
lature possess  the  power  to  take  away  by  statute  what 
was  given  by  statute,  except  vested  rights ;"  and  refers 
to  the  statute  against  gaming,  the  repeal  of  which  would 
take  away  all  means  of  receiving  back  moneys  previously 
lost  by  gaming. 

The  principle  in  all  these  cases  is,  that  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion or  defence  given  by  a  statute,  founded  on  grounds  of 
public  policy,  conferred  no  vestecf  right  which  could  not 
be  taken  away  by  a  similar  statute,  and  that  a  repeal  of 
a  law  which  gave  such  right  of  action  or  defence,  termi* 
nated  all-  claim  to  such  recovery  or  defence,  although  the 
contract  was  made  previously. 

Applying  this  rule  to  the  present  case,  the  defence  to 
the  contract  was  given  by  the  statute  against  stock  job- 
bing. That  statute  was  repealed  since  the  contract  was 
made.  The  repeal  of  the  statute  has  taken  away  the  de- 
fence of  illegality,  the  same  as  if  such  statute  never  ex- 
isted* 

The  judge  at  the  trial  held  that  the  defence  was  still 
good,  notwithstanding  the  repeal  of  the  statute,  and  made 
the  distinction  between  this  case  and  the  case  in  26  Bar- 
lour,  because  in  that  case  the  statute  did  not  declare  the 
oontract  void. 

Jt  wUl  be  seen  &om  the  decisions  before  cited,  in  regard 
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to  the  defence  of  usury,  that  this  diatinction  doee  not 
exist. 

The  judge  erred  in  this  mle,  and  a  new  trial  n&UBt  be 
ordered,  oosta  to  abide  event. 

LsoKAKD,  J.  I  concnr  in  the  above  opinion.  The  case 
of  Curtis  agt.  Leavittt  (15  Jf.  Y.  R.<i)  opinions  of  J.  J. 
CoMSTocK,  at  p.  86,  of  Brown,  pp.  162,  163,  and  SEtOBir, 
p.  254,  are  directly  in  point,  and  in  my  opinion  are  entirely 
conclusive  as  authority  in  support  of  the  plaintifPs  action 
herein. 


SUPEEMB  COURT. 

Philo  Stevens  and  others  agt.  The  Phoenix  Insurance 
CoBfPANT  OF  Hartford. 

▲  JifMigt^  imiwramc9  ampanf  enatod  by  the  Iftwi  •£  aiioUMr  alMt,  Vnt  doiag 
biuiiMM  is  thi«  ftate^  under  «id  in  oomplianoe  with  our  lairs»  en  being  eoed  by* 
eitlsen  of  this  state,  cwmot  remoTe  the  cause  into  the  dronit  ooort  of  the  United 
States,  on  the  gronnd  that  it  is  a  eUizan  qf  oatoO^  9tat€. 

Oneida  Special  Term,  March,  1863. 

MoTfbN  by  defendant  to  remove  cause  to  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  northern  district  of  New 
York,  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  are  citizens  of 
the  state  of  New  York,  and  the  defendant  is  a  corporation 
created  by  the  laws  of  Connecticut,  and  located  and  do* 
ing  business  iu  that  state. 

Mr.  Kernan,  far  the  motion. 
Mr.  Townsend,  contra. 

Allen,  Justice.  The  petition  and  security  of  the  de« 
lendant  for  the  remoTal  of  the  action  from  this  eoart  to 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  are  iA  due  form, 
and  in  conformity  with  the  federal  judiciary  act  author* 
iaing  the  proceeding.   (1  S^ory  Lam  ef  U.  S.,  67,  ^  11)  *If 
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the  defendant,  therefore,  is  within  the  act  a  citizen  of  the 
state  of  Connecticut,  this  court  has  no  discretion,  and  it 
is  a  matter  of  course  to  grant  the  order  for  the  removal. 
(  Vandevoort  agt.  Palmer,  4  Duer,  6*1*1 ;  Jforton  agt.  Hayes^ 
4t  Denio,  245.)  Before  the  case  of  The  LouisvilU^  Owm- 
nati  if  Charleston  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  Letson  (2  How.  U.  S.  R., 
497,)  it  was  supposed  that  the  citizenship  could  not  be 
predicated  of  a  coporation,  so  as  to  give  the  federal  courts 
jurisdiction  of  actions  to  which  it  might  be  a  party,  unless 
all  the  corporators  were  citizens  of  the  jsame  state.  That 
is,  the  corporation,  as  such,  was  regarded  as  having  no 
citizenship  but  the  citizenship  of  the  several  associates 
and  corporators,  which  was  alone  regarded  in  determin- 
ing the  question  of  jurisdiction.  {Curtis  agt.  Strawbridgt^ 
3  Crunch,  267 ;  Bank  U.  S.  agt.  Devaux,  5  id.,  84 ;  Com- 
mercial  if  R.  R.  Bank  of  Vicksburg  agt.  Sloconib,  14  Pfr 
ters,  60.)  But  a  more  reasonable  and  convenient  role 
was  adopted  in  the  case  first  cited.  Corporators,  as  in- 
dividuals, were  held  not  to  be  parties  to  the  action  as 
suitors,  but  merely  parties  having  an  interest  in  the  re- 
sult represented  by  the  corporation — an  artificial  person 
created  by  authority  of  law,  having  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  created  many  of  the  powers  and  capacities 
of  a  natural  person,  including  the  power  of  suing  and  be- 
ing sued.  The  court  did  not  decide  that  a  corporation, 
created  by  the  laws  of  a  state,  must  necessarily  be  treated 
as  a  citizen  of  that  state  for  all  purposes  of  suing  and  be- 
ing sued.  The  decision  was  guarded  and  carefully  quali- 
fied, and  was  merely  to  the  effect  that  a  corporation,  cre- 
ated by,  and  transacting  business  in  a  state,  is  to  be 
deemed  an  inhabitant  of  the  state  capable  of  being  treated 
as  a  citizen  for  such  purposes,  and  that  an  averment  of 
the  facts  of  its  creation,  and  the  place  of  its  transacting 
business,  wis  sufficient  to  give  the  circuit  courts  juri8di^ 
tion.  This  is  the  language  of  Judge  Waykb,  by  whom 
the  decision  was  pronoonoed,  and  at  the  dpsa  of  tl» 
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opinion  he  says :  **  Where  the  corporation  exercises  its 
powers  in  the  state  which  chartered  it,  that  is  its  resi- 
dence, and  such  an  averment  is  sufGicient  to  give  the  cir- 
cuit courts  jurisdiction."  Although  a  corporation  cannot 
migrate,  they  may,,  by  the  comity  of  other  states,  transact 
business  in  such  states ;  and  although  they  cannot  by 
force  of  their  organization  have  an  extra  territorial  exist- 
ence, they  may  be,  and  are,  recognized  as  corporations 
capable  of  suing  and  being  sued  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
state  of  their  creation.  When  they  avail  themselves  of 
this  comity  and  of  the  privileges  thus  conferred,  and 
transfer  their  business,  or  any  part  of  it,  to  another  state, 
and  establish  agencies  within  such  state,  although  they 
remain  inhabitants  of  the  state  of  their  incorporation,  for 
the  reason  that  the  **  artificial,  invisible  and  intangible 
being,"  the  "mere  creation  of  law,"  and  of  a  positive  law 
which  has  no  force  ex  proprio  vigore  beyond  the  limits  of 
the  state  jurisdiction,  cannot  migrate ;  they  quoad  the 
business  thus  transferred,  lose  their  citizenship,  and  be- 
come to  that  extent  citizens  of  the  state  under  whose 
laws  they  transact  their  business,  and  of  whose  govern- 
mental protection  they  avail  themselves.  The  corpora- 
ration  is  an  "  invisible,  artificial "  existence,  represented 
and  acting  by  agents,  and  may  as  well  be  thus  represented 
and  thus  exist  in  one  place  as  another,  and  by  one  set  of 
agents  as  another,  and  is  not  necessarily  confined  to  any 
one  place  or  state,  or  to  personation  by  agents  of  any  par- 
ticular character.  It  is  truly  restricted  as  to  its  liability, 
which  is  imaginary  at  the  best,  by  the  terms  of  its  char- 
ter, and  the  jurisdiction  and  authority  of  the  power  by 
which  it  is  brought  into  existence. 

But  the  defendant  in  this  action  has  gone  further,  and 
has  expressly  submitted  itself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
state,  and  consented  to  do  business  here,  not  solely  in 
virtue  of  its  charter  and  incorporation  by  the  legislature 
of  CoQSdoticut,  but  undor  an4  by  authority  of  the  lawa 
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of  this  state.  Bj  the  '*  act  to  provide  for  the  incorpora- 
tion of  fire  insurance  companies''  in  this  state,  {chapter 
466  of  Laws  of  1853»)  the  business  of  fire  insurance  by 
foreign  corporations  is  regulated  and  restricted,  and  such 
corporations  doing  business  in  this  state  must  conform 
to  that  law  and  the  regulations,  therein  prescribed.  The 
defendant  in  this  actic^^  has  complied  with  these  regula- 
tions, and  is  doing  business  within  this  state  under  the 
authority  conferred  by  that  act,  and  was  sued  with  pro* 
cess  in  this  action  through  an  agent  appointed  under  that 
law  for  that  purpose.  Sections  23  and  24  of  that  act,  (2 
JR.  5.,  6th  ed.,  762,  764,)  contain  the  important  provi- 
sions upon  this  subject.  By  these  sections,  foreign  insnr- 
ance  companies  taking  risks  or  transacting  business  of 
insurance  in  this  state,  must  possess  the  capital  required 
of  similar  companies  chartered  within  this  state;  they 
must  appoint  an  attorney  in  this  state,  upon  whom  pro- 
cess  of  law  can  be  served,  and  must  file  annually  a  de- 
tailed statement  of  their  capital,  their  assets,  securitiea 
and  liabilities,  and  must  procure  from  the  comptroller  a 
certificate  of  their  having  complied  with  the  provisiooB 
of  the  act.  They  are  also  subject  to  the  visitation  and 
examination  of  the  comptroller,  and  the  authority  to  in- 
sure in  the  state  may  be  revoked  by  him. 

Saying  nothing  of  the  other  acts  of  the  defendant,  by 
which  it  has  submitted  itself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
state,  and  consented  to  do  business  under  its  authority, 
the  appointment  of  an  agent  to  represent  it  and  accept 
the  service  of  process  issuing  out  of  the  courts  of  this 
state,  is  a  surrender  of  the  right  to  be  treated  as  a  citisen 
of  Connecticut  as  to  actions  thus  commenced.  They  have 
stipulated  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  this  state, 
and  cannot  revoke  such  stipulation.  It  would  be  con- 
trary to  the  spirit  of  the  act  under  which  they  have  en- 
gaged in  business  here,  as  well  as  a  breach  of  faith  toward 
those  who  have  insured  with  them,  under  the  idea  that  foa 
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all  the  purposes  of  being  sued  thej  occupy  the  same  posi- 
tion as  a  domestic  corporation.  To  appoint  an  agent  to 
be  served  with  process,  and  through  whom  they  may  be 
sued,  is  inconsistent  with  and  repugnant  to  the  idea  that 
they  may  repudiate  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and 
avail  themselves  of  the  plea  of  a  foreign  citizenship.  I 
think  the  case  is  clearly  within  the  qualification  of  the 
rule  plainly  implied  in  the  Louisville,  Ifc.  R.  R.  Co.  agt. 
Letson.  The  defendant  is  an  inhabitant  of  Connecticut, 
but  it  has  yielded  its  quasi  or  qualified  citizenship,  which 
is  the  most  that  it  can  have  in  that  state,  qua  the  busi^ 
ness  of  its  agencies  in  this  state. 
The  motion  is  denied  without  costs. 


\ 


SUPREME  COURT. 

James  S.  Sandford  and  others  agt.  Eusha  Ruckhak. 
Mortimer  Porter  agt.  Elisha  Ruckman. 

It  if  not  neoessMy  io  refer  to  a  fee  UU9  to  asoertain  wliat  is  a  proper  oompeuatioii 
ioht^dhy  ^elieMtokieatUn-ney;  andif  it  ie  referred  to>  although  the  item 
would  be  deemed  erroDeou  by  the  taxiiig  offloer,  atUl,  if  the  whole  awi^unt  doeg 
not  exoeed  what  the  attorney  is  entitled  to  as  a  fair  compeniation  from  hifl  olienty 
no  error  is  oaused  by  aUowing  that  amount. 

JVlm  York  General  Term,  March,  1863. 

Sutherland,  Ingraham  and  Clerks,  Justices. 

These  actions  were  brought  to  recover  for  professional 
services.  In  the  first  case  the  plaintiffs  sued  as  surviving 
partners  of  Edward  Sandford,  for  services  in  his  lifetime, 
and  for  their  own  services  after  his  death  in  September, 
1864,  and  up  to  January,  1856.  The  second  suit  was 
brought  by  one  of  the  partners  for  services  from  January, 
1856,  when  he  became  the  sole  attorney  for  the  defendanti 
to  the  tumiser  of  1858.    The  services  fi^r  which  compensfr 
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tioD  was  claimed  in  the  first  suit,  were  rendered  between 
1851  and  1856,  in  ten  suits  in  the  supreme  and  superior 
courts,  and  two  in  the  United  States  district  court.  The 
services  claimed  in  the  second  suit  were  rendered  after 
January,  1856,  in  continuing  seven  of  the  suits  in  the  supe- 
rior and  supreme  courts. 

The  bill  of  particulars  in  the  first  case  gives  first,  the 
gross  charges  in  the  several  suits,  and  then  the  items  of 
such  charges.  The  whole  claim  is  $2,791.57.  The  referee 
allowed  the  whole  bill,  except  one  deduction  amounting  to 
(226,  and  another  amounting  to  1155*  The  rest  of  the 
plaintiffs'  claim  is  for  costs,  counsel  fees  and  disbursements 
in  nine  suits  upon  policies  of  insurance,  brought  by  them 
as  attorneys  for  the  defendant,  in  1851  and  1852.  The 
items  are  set  out  in  detail  in  the  bill  of  particulars.  The 
services  in  these  nine  suits,  their  value,  and  the  disburse- 
ments made  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  whole  bill,  were 
proved  by  the  plaintiff  Porter,  and  confirmed  by  six  other 
witnesses. 

The  defendant's  defence  to  the  first  item  in  the  first  bill 
of  particulars  (the  costs  in  the  Radius  case)  was,  that  the 
defendant  did  not  employ  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendant 
offered  no  evidence  to  disprove  the  services  in  the  second 
case,  or  to  diminish  the  estimate  of  their  value.  The  de- 
fence to  the  claim  for  services  in  the  insurance  cases  rested 
upon  the  aUeged  negligence  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  business,  from  which  damages  resulted,  and  a 
counter-claim  for  such  damages. 

Lton  &  Porter,  for  plaintiffs. 
E.  A.  DooLiTTLE,  for  defendant. 

By  the  court,  Clerke,  Justice.  The  questions  of  fact  in 
these  cases  were,  whether  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  attorneys  of 
the  defendant  in  certain  actions,  were  guilty  of  negligence; 
and  whether,  even  if  they  were  not  guilty  of  neglfgenoe,  tie 
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finding  in  their  favor  was  not  for  too  large  an  amount.  As 
to  the  first  qaestion,  evidence  to  a  considerable  extent  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  was  taken  before 
the  referee ;  and  we  can  see  no  reason  for  the  assertion 
that  his  conclusions  from  that  evidence  were  against  the 
weight  of  evidence. 

As  to  the  second  question,  even  admitting  that  the 
charges  for  term  fees  were  not  taxable  as  between  the  par- 
ties, yet  it  was  proved  that  the  aggregate  amount  of  these 
fees  was  not  an  unreasonable  compensation  for  the  services 
rendered.  This  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  juslify  the  find- 
ing of  the  referee^  It  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to  the  fee 
bill  at  all,  to  ascertain  what  is  a  proper  compensation  to  be 
paid  by  a  client  to  his  attorney  ;  and  if  it  is  referred  to, 
although  the  items  would  be  deemed  erroneous  by  the 
taxing  officer,  still,  if  the  whole  amount  does  liot  exceed 
what  the  attorney  is  entitled  to  as  a  fair  compensation  for 
his  client,  the  referee  does  not  err  by  allowing  him  that 
amount.    No  legal  exception  taken  in  either  case  is  tenable. 

The  judgment  in  both  cases  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 


ERRATA. 
Page  i97,  line  13  from  top,  after  word  otherwise^  for  <<  than  '>  read  <<  th^." 
Page  400,  7th  line  from  top,  for  **p$r$anaUy»>  read  ^'fonMUy,» 
Page  403,  for  *'  2  Serg.,  U,"  read  <<3  T^rg.^  34.'> 


DIGEST 


OF  THE 

POINTS  OF  PRACTICE 

AND 

OTHER  IMPORTANT  QUESTIONS, 

CONTAINED  IN  THE  FOLLOWING  REPORTS  : 

84  mniDard'8  Pr,  B.;  36  Barbour's  B.;  24  K  T.  B.;  1  BotuxrrtVs 
B.,andUAbboU'8B. 


ACCOUNT. 

1.  If  aa  Mooimt  is  pajftble  in  tpedfio 
Mil«lflt,  upon  demand  of  the  oreditor, 
BO  aotion  will  lie  upon  it  for  the  reooYery 
of  money,  nor  ean  the  aoooant  be  nied 
u  a  let-off,  until  after  a  demand  and 
refotal  to  pay  in  the  specified  artioles, 
and  in  the  manner  stipulated  in  the 
eontraet.  And  where  a  creditor  has 
agreed  to  receiye  payment  of  his  debt 
in  specified  articles,  there  is  no  duty 
to  pay  in  money,  until  the  creditor  has 
made  his  election  to  receive  his  pay  in 
those  articles,  and  has  demanded  par- 
ment  accordingly.  (Smith  agt.  Tiffa- 
ny, 86  Barh,y  23.) 


ADMIRALTY. 

1.  Meritorious  senrices  rendered  by  a 
8team>tug  in  our  harbors,  in  saving  a 
Teasel  beset  with  ice,  cannot  be  placed 
on  the  basis  of  salvage  serrices  in  their 
pvoper  acceptation.  A  branch  of  the 
employmeni  of  tteam-tugs,  during  the 
season  of  ice^  is  to  aid  vessels  in  moving 
their  positions  to  all  parts  of  the  harbor. 
(Crary  agt.  Schooner  £1  Dorado, 
ante,  128.) 

3.  A  steam-tug  aiding  a  vessel  thus  be- 
set is  not  rcguded  in  the  character  of  a 
Tolunteer  governed  by  impulses  of  hu- 
manity, leaving  her  own  pursuits  and 
devoting  herself  to  the  rescue  of  another 


with  no  view  to  compensation,  but  upon 
the  final  success  of  her  efforts.    Her 


services  stand  essentially  on  different 
grounds:  1.  They  impose  no  unautho- 
rised or  wrongful  risks  upon  their 
owners.  2.  They  may  have  a  reward, 
whether  needed  or  not,  and  will  not 
necessarily  lose  it  because  the  servicea 
undertaken  by  them  fail  of  being  ac- 
complished. 8.  They  differ  from  sal- 
vors, because  they  pursue  and  solicit 
the  employment,  and  hold  themselves 
prepared  to  fulfill  a  call  to  it,  whenever 
made.  They  act  notoriously  as  tow- 
vessels;  as  such,  bargains  made  by 
them  to  render,  for  a  compensation, 
services  which  otherwise  might  be  sal- 
vage services,  will  be  upheld,  unless 
the  case  is  clear  that  the  bargain  is  a 
means  of  coercing  an  exorbitant  price. 
In  such  case,  the  court  will  not  permit 
the  fears  or  weakness  or  ignorance  of  a 
party  to  be  made  the  occasion  of  in-  , 
equitable  exactions  from  him.     (li,) 

8 .  In  an  action  broucht  by  the  tug  against 
a  schooner  and  her  cargo,  to  whom 
'services  of  a  salvage  character  were 
rendered  by  the  tug  in  saving  her  from 
the  ice  by  which  she  was  beset,  the 
court  dismissed  the  libel  against  the 
cargo,  but  decreed  against  the  bottom, 
with  costs,  for  a  reasonable  compensa- 
tion.   (Jtf.) 

4.  Two  vessels  may  be  charged  in  a  libel 
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with  joint  negligence,  where  (hej  Joint- 
ly oommit  an  act  of  oolliaion  whieh  in- 
jnrei  a  third  Teasel,  even  though  there 
la  no  apparent  preyiona  conoerfe  of  action 
or  navigation  between  the  two  colliding 
▼eaaela.  (Chat 9  agt.  Crary,  ant$, 
169.) 

ft.  Where  the  collision  is  occasioned  by 
the  joint  negligence  of  those  who  have 
charge  of  the  colliding  veasels,  as  the 
serrants  of  the  owners,  then  a  libel  may 
be  sustained  against  the  owners  jointly, 
as  well  as  against  the  vessels.     (Id,) 

6.  Where  the  proof  shows  that  only  one 
of  the  colliding  vessels  charged  was 
guilty  of  negligence,  the  proper  decree 
should  be  against  that  one,  and  in  favor 
of  the  others,  and  not  a  dismissal  of  the 
libel  because  of  the  failure  to  prove  the 
joint  negligence,    (id,) 

7.  The  case  of  the  Samson,  (2  Wallacty 
p.  486,)  approved  of,  and  that  of  the 
Mox€y,  decided  by  Judge  Bbtts,  in 
1847,  distinguished  from  this.     (Itf.) 

8.  In  estimating  the  damages  to  the  in- 
jured vessel,  the  court,  on  exception, 
rejected  items  claimed  to  be  necessary 
to  put  her  in  good  condition,  because  it 
did  not  appear  that  the  vessel  had  been 
fully  repaired.     (Id,) 

9.  The  court  also  rejected  an  item  of  de- 
preciation in  the  value,  as  being  too 
speculative.     (Id,) 

10.  A  person  whose  real  interest  is  that 
of  a  mortgagee,  and  who  has  never 
taken  possession  of  the  vessel,  is  not 
answerable  for  supplies,  though  he 
holds  a  bill  of  sale  vesting  in  him  the 
legal  title,  and  though  the  vessel  may 
be  registered  in  his  name  at  the  cus- 
tom house,  accompanied  by  his  oath, 
that  he  is  the  true  and  only  owner. 
(Baxter  agt.  WaUaee,  ante,  484.) 

11.  To  make  a  mortgagee  responsible  for 
supplies,  it  must  be  shown  either  that' 
he  was  in  possession  of  the  vessel,  or 
that  they  were  furnished  at  his  re- 
quest, or  by  the  direction  of  some  per- 
son authorized  to  contract  on  his 
beha^,     (Id,) 

13.  The  owner  of  a  ship,  having  chartered 
her  for  a  voyage,  effeeted  insurance 
upon  the  freight,  earned  or  not  earned. 
The  ship  was  wreeiced  near  her  port  of 
diwharge,  and  the  insured  abandoned 
the  flight  to  the  underwriter.  The 
seamen  saved  from  the  rigging,  etc., 
enough  to  pay  their  wages,  and  also 
part  of  the  cargo,  on  which  the  freight 


was  enough  to  pay  their  wages :  Hsid, 
that  the  seamen  were  entitled  to  wages 
for  the  voyage,  and  not  merely  from 
the  time  of  the  casualty.  They  take 
their  pay  as  wages,  and  not  as  salvage. 
(DanieU  agt.  Atlantic  Mutual  Insu- 
rance Company,  24  J^.  F.  R,,  447.) 

13.  The  wages,  upon  the  abandonment» 
became  a  charge  upon  the  ship  aad 
owner,  in  exoneration  of  the  f^ght. 
(Id.) 

14.  All  owners  of  a  vessel  who  asMnt  bo 
the  employment  of  the  veasel,  and  share 
the  proceeds  of  such  employment,  are, 
as  a  general  rule,  prima  faeis  liable 
for  repairs  and  supplies  to  the  veasel, 
and  for  seamen's  wages  while  the  Tes- 
sel  is  employed  for  their  beneftt. 
(Kohler  agt.  fVHght,  7  Barb.,  818.) 

See  Damagbb,  6. 
See  Defengb,  1. 


AFFIDAVIT  OF  MfiKITS. 
See  Sebyicb,  1.  2. 

I  AGBEBMENT. 

1.  A  promise  is  to  be  interpreted  in  that 
sense  in  which  the  promisor  knew  that 
the  promisee  understood  it.  (Barlow 
agt.  Scott,  24  N.  Y,  R,,  40.) 

2«  Accordingly  where  the  vendor  of  land 
undertook  to  execute  such  a  convey- 
ance as  he  had  received  from  his  gran- 
tor, which  he  said  was  a  warranty  deed 
— the  same  in  fact  con  tuning  only  a 
covenant  against  the  aot«  of  the  gran- 
tor— the  purchaser,  although  he  saw 
the  deed  under  which  the  vendor  held, 
understood  it  to  be,  and  understood  the 
vendor  to  promise,  a  deed  with  general 
warranty,  and  the  vendor  knew  that 
such  was  his  understanding,  hsld^  that 
the  vendor  was  bound  to  convey  with 
general  warranty.     (Id.) 

3.  An  agreement  between  the  payee  of  a 
note  and  the  maker,  made  with  the  as- 
sent of  the  iatter'i  partner,  to  apply 
the  indebtedness  of  the  payee  to  swh 
maker  and  his  partner  in  payment  of 
the  note,  operates  in  presenti  aa  a 
satisfaction  of  the  note  pro  tanto. 
(Davis  agt.  Spencw,  24  JV;  K.  R,, 
386.) 

4.  Whether  the  assent  of  the  partner  waa 
neceasaryor  material;  Qaara.    (Id.) 

5.  No  right  can  be  derived  from  any 
agreement  made  in.  expreai  oppotltlon 
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to  the  Iftwi  of  the  pUoe  whtre  it  wm 
made*  (OMt agi.  HarrUo%,  Zf^Barb., 
«0.) 

6.  An  agreement  ta  convey  land  to  an- 
other^  upon  the  oonnderation  that  the 
latter  shall  cire  all  the  aid  in  his 
power,  spend  his  time,  and  use  his  nt- 
moet  inflaenco  and  exertions  to  proonre 
the  passage  of  a  law  pending  before  the 
legislatore,  oonferring  npon  the  eoYO- 
nantor  a  valnable  pnblio  franehise,  is 

'  illegal  and  void.  It  is  against  pnblio 
policy.  {MiU$  agt.  MiUs,  86  Barb., 
474.) 

t*  In  an  aotion  on  a  written  agreement 
made  between  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ants, all  direotors  of  a  eorporation,  by 
whioh  the  plaintiff  olaimed  to  reooyer 
of  the  defendants  their  aliquot  shares 
of  the  amount  of  certain  promissory 
notes  whioh  the  plaintiff  had  indorsed 
nnder  the  agreement,  and  had  been 
oompelled  to  pay  for  the  benefit  of  the 
corporation,  held,  that  on  putting  the 
material  allegations  in  issue,  the  de- 
fendants might  show  by  parol  that  such 
notes  were  not  indorsed  by  the  plaintiff 
under  the  alleged  agreement;  but  were 
indorsed  upon  a  subsequent  contract 
between  the  plaintiff  and  some  other 
direotors  of  said  company  of  the  one 
part,  and  the  said  company  of  the  other 
part.  And  on  the  alleged  agreement 
being  produced,  and  the  signatures 
being  proved,  the  defendants  might 
show  that  they  never  delivered  said 
agreement,  but  signed  it  on  the  express 
omnlition  that  it  was  not  to  be  delivered 
ae  an  executed  instrument  until  it  was 
signed  by  all  the  direotors  of  the  com- 
pany, and  that  all  of  the  latter  had  not 
signed  it.  (Burnham  agt.  Wilbur, 
7  J?os«.,  169.) 

See  Will,  35. 

See  Bills  or  Exchahgb  and  Pro- 
MissoBT  Notes,  7.  9. 


AMENDMENT. 

.  The  mistakes  which  may  be  amended 
nnder  section  173  of  the  Code,  do  not 
include  judicial  errors  in  rendering 
judgment.  In  an  action  involving  the 
oonstruction  of  a  will,  the  court  have  no 
power  to  amend  the  judgment  after  it 
bas  been  entered,  by  inserting  an  al- 
lowance to  oertain  of  the  parties,  in 
addition  to  that  given  by  section  3U8  of 
the  Code,  by  way  of  indemnity  to  the 
•zpenses  of  the  suit.  (Hotaling  agt. 
Mw9h,  14  Abb.,  161.) 


8m  Appbai.,  1. 
See  Tbial,  1.  3.  8. 
See  Slakdxb,  8.  4. 

ANSWER. 

1.  Where  it  is  apparent,  by  admissions 
the  answer,  that  it  is  sham  or  false, 
will  be  stricken  out  as  such,  althou 
ifBriJied.  (Lawrence  agt.  Deri 
ante,  133.) 

2.  An  appeal  lies  from  an  order  ovc 
ruling  a  demurrer  to  one  of  several  t 
leged  defences,  with  liberty  to  reply 
that  part  of  the  answer  demurred  1 
(Mattoan  agt.  Baker,  ante,  329.) 

8.  Where  the  complaint  alleged  a  eav 
of  action  on  eontraot  for  gMMls,  wan 
and  merehandise  sold  and  deUvere 
for  work,  labor  and  services  done  a 
performed,  and  for  money  paid,  U 
out  and  expended,  as  one  cause  of  s 
tion;  and  for  an  accounting  and  a  ba 
ance  due  the  plaintiff,  and  a  promise 
pay,  as  a  second  cause  of  aotion,  and  t 
defendant  put  in  first  a  general  denis 
second,  a  set-off  or  counter-claim  i 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  money  pal 
laid  out  and  expended,  Ac.,  and  foi 
general  balance  on  account;  and  thir 
a  muUifariaue  defence  qfa  legal  ai 
equitable  character  to  which  lastd 
fence  the  plaintiff  demurred,     (Id 

4.  Held,  that  if  the  last  defence,  a 
though  containing  a  set-off,  and  matt 
of  purely  an  equitable  nature,  ai 
therefore  multifarious,  contained  all 
gations  of  fact  sufficient  to  make  o 
a  proper  case  for  a  set -off y  it  must 
held  good  as  a  counter -claim  f  notwiti 
standing  it  might  also  contain  oth 
statements  of  no  value  as  a  defence 
no  objection  having  been  taken  on  th 
ground — the  remedy  being  by  motl 
to  strike  out,  not  by  demurrer,     (/d 

5.  Held,  also,  that  should  the  third  d( 
fence  contain  no  sufficient  ground  for 
set-off,  but  matter  for  equitable  reli 
only,  having  no  connection  with  tl 
subject  of  plaintiff's  action,  the  d( 
murrer  would  be  well  interposed,  a 
though  the  latter  defence  was  pleads 
as  a  counter-claim.     (Id.) 

6.  A  counter-claim,  to  be  available  to 
party,  must  afford  to  him  protection  i 
some  way  against  the  plaintiff's  d< 
mand  for  judgment,  either  in  whole  t 
in  part.  It  must,  therefore,  oonsist  i 
a  set-off  or  a  elaim  by  way  of  reooui 
meat,  or  be  in  i|ome  way  conneet« 
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with  the  gabjMt  of  ih«  MtfoB  itetMl  in 
the  eomplftint;  and  an  anewer  whioh 
does  not  meet  tbeie  leqniremente  i« 
imtificient.    (Id.) 

7.  What  answen  or  defenees  forming 
parts  of  an  answer,  and  what  matter  in 
an  answer  or  defenoe,  forming  part 

.  thereto,  or  of  a  defenoe  therein^  may 
be  treated  as  irrelevant,  and  what  are 
sham  and  friTolons,  oonsidered.  (Lee 
Bank  agt.  KUching,  7  B09W.9  edi.) 

8.  An  answer  is  not  friTOlons  merely 
boeaase  it  denies  the  seyeral  allegations 
of  the  oomplaint  oonjunotively,  instead 
of  denying  them  dmnnctively.  The 
Code  permits  any  material  allegation 
of  a  complaint  to  be  put  at  iBsne,  by  an 
answer  that  the  defendant  has  no  know- 
ledge or  information  thereof  sufficient 
to  form  a  beUef  as  to  its  truth.  When 
any  material  allegation  of  a  oomplaint 
is  thns  oontroverted,  the  saswer  cannot 
be  treated  as  frivoloos,  or  held  bad  on 
demurrer,  merely  because  such  allega- 
tion is  of  the  reoovery  of  a  judgment, 
or  of  some  other  fact,  the  truth  of 
whtoh  can  be  ascertained  by  inquiry. 
If  the  answer  is  believed  to  be  sham, 
the  remedy  is  a  motion',  on  affidavit,  to 
strike  it  out  as  sham.  (lAvingMton 
agt.  Hammer,  7  Bono,,  670.) 

9.  Where  an  answer  states  new  matter 
as  a  defence,  it  must  state  facts  which 
if  true  will  bar  the  action,  or  so  much 
of  it  as  is  attempted  to  be  answered. 
(Carter  agt.  Koezley,  14  Abb.,  147.) 

10.  Where  the  defendant  after  service 
of  an  amended  complaint  under  an 
order  allowing  him  to  elect  to  let  his 
answer  stand,  or  to  serve  a  new  answer, 
sufTered  the  trial  to  proceed  on  the  is- 
sues raised  by  his  first  answer,  his  time 
to  serve  a  new  answer  not  having  ex- 
pired, held,  that  he  did  not  thereby 
waive  his  right  to  serve  a  new  answer. 
(Low  agt.  Graydon,  14  Abb,,  443.) 

See  Vbbivicatiom,  1. 
See  CoxTBAGT,  8.  9. 

See  JlTDOM BHT,  14. 

See  Defbhcb,  I.  2. 

See  ASSIGNMBBT  FOB  THB  BbHBFIT 

OF  Gbbditobs,  12. 
See  C0BPOBATX051, 1. 
See  Appeal,  17. 
See  MoTXOF,  4. 


APPEAL. 

1.  Where  a  party  has  given  noHee  <^ 
appeal  by  terPicB  thereof  on  Iha  oppo- 


site paHy,  but  not  on  Ika  eUrk,  ba  is 
not  aathoriiad  to  amend  snider  6  SS7  ol 
the  Code.  {EUeworlh  agt.  Fni^ 
ante,  20.) 

2.  In  ease  of  an  afetaehment  i«aed  under 
aeotions  227,  et  eeq.  of  the  Code,  and 
also  in  ease  of  a  judgment  recovered  in 
such  attachment  suit,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  judfpBsent  had  heea 

.  executed  and  paid,  notwirJistanding  aa 
appeal  pending,  the  appellate  eosrt, 
under  seetion  330  of  the  Code»  have 
power  to,  and  will  order  on  revcnal  of 
the  judgment  below,  a  restitution  to 
the  appellant  of  the  moneys  so  eol- 
lected,  notwithstanding  such  reversal 
is  accompanied  by  an  order  granting  a 
new  trial,  and  notwithstanding  the 
attachment  is  so  pending.  (Britton 
agt.  FhUlipe,  ante,  111.) 

3.  In  such  case,  the  restitution  is  effeeted 
by  ordering  a  deposit  of  the  nsoneja 
into  court,  to  abide  the  result  of  tha 
new  trial,  and  subject  to  the  lien  of  Iha 
sttaohment.     {Id,) 

4.  Held,  that  the  proceedings  were  pro- 
perly continued  before  the  eocceseor  in 
office.  An  order  of  a  county  Judge, 
dismissing  prooeedings  on  an  attaoh- 
ment  for  contempt  against  the  defend- 
ant in  supplementary  proceeding*,  is 
appealable  to  the  general  term.  (Ha/- 
etein  agt.  Rice,  ante,  135.) 

6.  An  order  made  out  of  eourt,  upon 
notice,  mpst  be  first  entered  wUh  the 
clerk  before  an  appeal  can  be  taken. 
(Code,  §850.)  (GaUt  agt.  Flneh, 
193.) 

6.  And  when  an  order  is  required  to  be 
entered  with  the  clerk,  and  a  party  is 
required  to  give  notioe  of  the  order,  he 
cannot  give  the  notice  until  he  hoe 
entered  the  order,    (Id,) 

7.  Therefore,  as  regards  all  orders  naiilad 
on  notice,  which  are  required  to  be 
entered  with  the  clerk,  the  party  has 
no  right  to  give  the  written  notioe  al- 
lowed by  §  332  of  the  Code,  until  ^ter 
the  order  hoe  been  entered,    (Itf.) 

8.  Where  the  order  was  entered  May 
27th,  and  the  notice  of  appeal  was 
served  on  the  27th  June,  held,  that  the 
service  of  the  notioe  of  appeal  was  in 
time.    (Id.) 

9.  It  is,  to  say  the  least,  questioaable 
whether  any  eourt  can  exUnd  iha 
time  to  appeal,    (Id.) 

10.  An  appeal  lies  from  aa  order  over- 
ruling a  demurrer  to  ona  of  aaTural 
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iai«Md  d«f«taoM,  with  libertgr  to  nply 
to  tbot  port  of  tbo  oniwor  domnrred 
to.    <  Malto(m  agt.  Bakr,  ant^,  S29.) 

11.  The  gronting  of  a  new  trial  In  a 
suit  before  a  justioe  of  the  peace,  nnder 
•eotion  366  of  the  Code,  ia  matter  of 
mere  diecretiooy  not  reviewable  on  ap- 
peal. (Wav€l  agt.  WUm,  24  N.  Y. 
R.,  635.) 

12.  This  rule  applies  where  the  applica- 
tion for  a  new  trial  was  on  the  ground 
that  the  summons  had  never  been 
served  and  the  justice  did  not  obtain 
jurisdiction.  The  County  Court  hav- 
ing denied  a  new  trial  except  upon 
terms,  the  Supreme  Court  cannot  re 
view  its  order.    {Id,) 

19.  Tbo  court  can  roriow  tho  findingi  of 
the  jury  on  the  facts,  or  sot  aside  the 
venlict  as  against  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence, only  when  there  is  no  evidence 
to  sustain  tho  verdict,  or  when  it  is 
against  the  clear  and  decided  weight 
Of  the  evidence.  (Smith  agt.  Tiffany, 
S6  J9arb.,  28.) 

14.  When  a  court  of  review  it  satisflod, 
from  the  general  scope  and  tenor  of  the 
proceedings  on  tho  trial,  that  a  par- 
ticular fact  was  not  a  matter  of  contest 
not  a  ground  of  objection  there,  bvt 
wao  assumed  or  taken  for  granted  in 
the  oonduot  of  the  cause,  it  may  and 
should  conclude  that  the  fact  was  as  it 
wai  avumod  to  bo.  fPtfigo  act. 
Fazaektrly,  M  Barb.,  SOS.) 

15.  When  an  appeal  is  moved  in  its 
order  on  the  calendar,  the  court  will 
presume  that  the  case  therein  has  boon 
settled,  unless  moved  to  intorf^ero  on 
affidavits  alleging  the  oontrary.  On 
appeal  ftom  fb  jndgmoni  entwod  on 
report  of  a  referoo»  the  appellant  may 
be  board  on  oxoeptlonf  taken  to  the 
referee's  conclusions  of  law  upon  the 
iMto  foond)  although  tho  printed  case 
does  not  contain  any  of  tbo  ovidenoo; 
but  in  mob  case  bo  oaanot  bo  board 
upon  bis  ozooptioos  to  tho  flndingi  of 
fact.  It  wiU  be  assumed  thai  they  are 
found  upon  oompetont  and  sufficient 
evidence.  (FrOtt  agt.  Smith,  7  Boiw,, 
108.) 

16.  On  appeal  ftom  a  Judgmoni  on  the 
decision  of  a  referee,  whero  the  case 
8tate4  that  tho  canso  was  submit- 
ted, ««the  oounsoi  for  tbo  defend- 
aati  Admitting  that  the  defendants 
-wore  liable  for  the  pajment  of  a  bill" 
whiofa  was  one  of  the  bilLi  of  which  the 
l^laintiff  cUiaed  to  rooovor,  the  de- 
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I  o£  tho  doolrion  of  the  ro- 
fereo  allowing  suoh  payment,  although 
tho  defondanty  after  saeh  snbmiisiony 
handed  to  tho  rolbroo  written  pointf 
assailing  the  plaintiff's  claim  in  that 
respect.  (JCoMsr  agt.  Wright,  f 
Botvf.,  818.) 

17.  On  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  ron- 
dered  against  a  defendant  on  account 
of  the  fUvolonsness  of  the  answer,  the* 
question  is,  whether  the  judgment  is 
right  on  the  merits  of  tho  ease  made 
by  tbo  pleadings,  and  not  whether  tho 
answer  is  frivolous.  {Ea»t  Riv$r  Bank 
agt.  Rogtr$,  7  Bobw.,  493.) 

16.  An  order  made  by  a  judge  is  not  ap- 
pealable until  it  is  entered.  That 
there  is  at  the  foot  of  it  a  written  di- 
rection of  tho  judge  to  enter  it,  does 
not  alter  the  case.  But  where  an  ap- 
peal has  been  argued  without  any  ob- 
jection or  sugg^tion  that  the  order  bM 
not  been  entered,  the  court  will  not 
assume  that  it  has  not  been  entered,; 
but  will  decide  the  appeal  upon  tho 
merits.  (Whitak»r  %gU  D$rfo9t€,  7 
BoMto.,  678.) 

19.  Whether  a  default  should  bo  opened 
on  excuse,  and  as  to  tho  sufficiency  of 
the  excuse,  are  matters  of  jndieial  dis- 
cretion, and  the  decision  of  a  jndgo 
thereon  is  not  appealable.     (Id,) 

20.  An  order  of  refMrenco  is  appealable, 
when  made  in  a  case  where  a  reforonoo 
is  not  authorised  by  law.     (Id.) 

21.  An  order  of  referenoo  on  appeal  will 
be  treated  as  eompulsorily  made,  whero 
it  recites  that  the  motion  was  opposody 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  papers 
showing  that  it  was  assented  to,  al- 
though the  order  contains  directions 
afTecting  the  proceedings,  otherwiio 
than  by  referring  tbo  cause.     (Id.) 

22.  On  appeal  firom  JndgmoBls  in  aetlona 
tried  by  the  eonrt,  if  the  case  oontain 
no  findings  of  fact,  it  is  tho  praotloe  of 
tho  general  term  of  the  first  dis^ot  to 
dismiss  the  appeal,  unless  tho  partioi 
consent  before  tho  appeal  is  snbmittedf 
to  have  tbo  case  sent  back  for  ocnoo- 
tion.  (Math^wi  agt.  Tha  Mayor,  ^c. 
i^mw  York,  14  Abb.,  209.) 

23.  On  appeal  firom  tho  special  to  tho 
general  term  of  the  marine  court  of  tiio 
dty  of  New  York,  the  appellant  has 
ten  days  after  written  notice  of  tho 
entry  of  judgment,  to  prepare  a  case  or 
exceptions.  If  no  written  notice  of  thO 
judgment  is  served,  tbo  appellant's 
time  to  sorve  bl«  case  is  not  liBito4, 
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Tho  New  Tork  oonunoii  pleM»  <m  re- 
TMiing  the  jndgmeoi^  Temitted  the 
oeae  to  the  muine  eoart  for  argament. 
(  WkUhek  agt.  Joseph,  U  AlX,,  S43.) 

24.  Where  the  sureties  proposed  in  an 
andertaking  given  on  an  appeal  to  the 
eoort  of  appeals,  fail  to  justify  when 
exoepted  to  bj  the  respondent,  the 
appeal  beeomes  a  nnlUty.  It  is  no 
bar  to  an  appeal  to  the  eonrt  of  ap- 


peals, that  a  prior  ineffeetnal  appeal 
has  been  ondertaken  bj  the  appellant. 
(Jtetoey  agt.  CampbtU,  UAhb.,  S68.) 

36.  An  appeal  nnder  seotion  344  of  the 
Code,  to  the  supreme  oourt  from  an  in- 
ferior eonrt,  is  ineifsotoal,  naless  seon- 
rity  for  eosts  be  giren  as  on  an  appeal 
to  the  eonrt  of  appeals.  H4ld  apidi- 
oable  to  an  order  of  the  eitj  oonrt  of 
Brooklyn,  oTormling  a  demurrer. 
(Jones  agt.  Dtelur,  14  Abb.,  S91.) 

16.  Irregularities  not  referred  to  in  the 
papers  upon  whioh  amotion  is  made  at 
special  term,  are  not  available  on  ap- 
peal from  the  order  made  thereon. 
(Shipman  agt.  Shaffer,  14  Abb.,  449.) 

See  IvjVHCTiov,  1.  2. 
See  Btidbmcb,  S. 
See  CoNSTABLB's  Bond,  1.  2.  3.  4. 
5. 

See  ASSIOHMBBT  vor  thb  Bbhbfit 

OF  Cbbditors,  6. 
See  Rbfbbbbs  akd  RBpOBn,  9. 10. 
See  BxoBpTioHS,  2.  3. 
See  JuDOxBHT,  17. 
See  HiOHWATS,  11. 
See  UHDBBTAKiiro,  1.  2.  3.  4. 
See  Rbobitbbs,  8.  9. 


ARBITRATION. 
See  OoBBTiTUTtOHAL  Law,  1.  S.  3. 

ARRB8T. 

1.  In  all  those  aotions,  where  the  nature 
of  the  cause  qf  action  is  suoh,  that  the 
defendant  may  be  arrested  under  sec- 
tion 179  of  the  Code,  it  must  be  stated 
in  the  complaint;  otherwise,  an  exe- 
cvtion  cannot  issue  agunst  the  person, 
unless  an  order  of  arrest  has  been 
served.  (Atocha  agt.  Oarcia,  ante, 
186.) 

2.  But  where  the  action  is  one  in  which 
the  defendant  cannot  be  arrested,  with- 
out fofnp  e^strinsicfact,  forming  no  pMt 


of  the  eoMi  c/oelioii,  1»t  BMiely  Ib- 
oidental  to  it,  the  faet  mnst  be  stated 
in  an  aJfidavU,  and  an  order  of  arrest 
must  be  obtained  and  served;  and  the 
averment  of  such  faet  in  the  complaint 
will  not  alone  authoriie  an  exeentioB 
against  the  person.  Hence  the  aver- 
ment in  the  complaint  is  iwnw^aUrisl. 
{Id.) 

8.  For  instance,  where  the  snbttantivs 
cause  of  action  alleged  in  the  comptouii 
it  the  debt  sought  to  be  recovered,  sod 
allegations  of  frand  are  alee  averred, 
the  fraud  being  incidental,  and  oulj 
important  to  the  plaintiff,  as  f unudi- 
ing  the  ground  for  obtaining  the  pie- 
Tisional  remedy  of  arrest;  ue  alliga- 
tions of  fraud  in  the  oomplaint  are  t»- 
n^erialeBdunnecessarji*  Theisne 
to  be  tried  in  the  action  is  the  dekt, 
not  the  fraudulent  eontraotion  of  it. 
The  judgment  recovered  is  for  the  debt, 
not  for  the  fraud.    {Id,) 

4.  Such  an  action,  where  it  involves  the 
examination  of  a  long  aceOBiU,  sl- 
though  an  order  of  arrest  has  been  ob- 
tained, may  be  referred,  under  $  271 
of  the  Code,  without  theeonsoBtef  ths 
parties.    {Id.) 

6.  Where  consignmentB  of  lumber  are 
made  by  the  consignor  to  the  eunsigaee 
under  a  contract  between  them  tbet 
the  consignee  is  to  sell  the  seme  ot 
cMnmissien,  at  eight  per  cent.,  whieh 
is  to  include  a  premiun  for  gnorM^ 
itf  sales,  and  to  account  for  the  net 
proceeds,  after  deduoting  charges  sad 
eommiflsions,  the  consignee  aoti  Ib  * 
jidaeiary  capacity,  and  is  liable  to 
arrest  for  not  paying  over  the  pro- 
ceeds received  from  pnrehasen.  {0»' 
teU  agt.  Brongh,  oMte,  274.) 

6.  It  seems,  that  where  the  pvrohaMr 
does  not  pay,  and  the  coBsignor  « 
owner  of  the  lumber  sues  the  eoeslpee 
for  the  price  upon  the  osatrett^ 
guaranty,  the  latter  is  to  be  coond- 
ered  as  a  mere  debtor,  and  notliaUe 
to  arrest.    {Id.) 

7.  A  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  aneit 
cannot  be  made  after  the  entiy  « 
judgment  in  the  action.  (Barker  t^ 
Wheeler,  U  Abb.,  119.) 

8.  The  faet  that  a  creditor  hss  aeoepted 
the  promissory  note  or  cheek  of^ 
debtor  for  money  received  in  »  »**' 
avy  capacity,  is  no  bar,  after  tbedii- 
honor  of  the  note  or  check,  to  »■  af- 
reet in  an  aeUon  on  the  origin*!  »' 
dsbtednesi,  where  the  noteorobM^u 
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ofFered  to  be  retimed.  (^Mpflumftgt. 
Shaffer,  U  Abb.,  449.) 

See  Mbtbopolitan  Policb,  1.  2. 
3.4. 


ASSIGNMENT  FOR  THE  BENEFIT 
OF  CREDITORS. 

1 .  In  an  motion  to  wt  aside  an  oisign- 
meni  for  the  benefit  of  oreditors,  for 
fraad,  heldy  that  there  was  not  saffici- 
ent  evidence  of  fraud  to  warrant  an 
injimetion  and  reeeiver,  arising  from, 
the  fact,  Ist.  That  the  anignor  had 
eontinned  in  pomesrion  of  the  assigned 
property,  and  was  employed  by  the 
assignee  to  sell  the  stoek  and  assist  in 
making  ooUeetions  at  the  store  where 
the  basiness  was  formerly  oarried  on, 
and  the  amounts  as  eoUeoted  were  paid 
over  to  the  assignee.  (Beamith  agt. 
Conant,  ante,  94.) 

2.  2d.  That  after  abont  six  months  under 
such  arrangement,  the  whole  remain- 
ing stook  was  sold  at  26  per  eent.  on 
the  oost  price  to  a  brother-in-law  of 
the  assignor,  who  had  paid  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  purchase  money>  and  was 
responsible  for  the  balanoe.  It  also 
appearing  that  the  sale  was  made  for 
the  full  value  of  the  goods.     (Id.) 

8.  Where,  at  the  Ume  of  the  ezeeution 
of  the  atsigwn^rU  for  the  ben^  of 
er  editors,  a  contract  for  the  manu- 
faeture  of  soods  in  England  had  been 
made  by  the  assignor,  the  order  had 
been  sent,  and  a  subsequent  delivery 
proved  that  the  order  had  been  ac» 
cepted.  Held,  therefore,  that  the 
assignor  had  a  olaim  to  have  the  goods 
manufactured,  whioh  he  oould  enforoe, 
and  whioh  oontraot  he  could  assign; 
and  that  whatever  interest  he  had 
under  the  contract  ptuted  wider  the 
assignment  to  the  assignee.  (Van 
Dine  agt.  WUUtt,  ante,  206.) 

4«  The  assignee  having  subsequently 
elected  to  accept  the  goods  here  in 
public  store,  by  the  payment  of  the 
duties  and  the  purchase  money,  held, 
that  a  levy  and  taking  of  -  the  goods 
afterwaMsby  the  sh^iff,  m  the  pro- 
perty of  the  assignor,  inade  him  a 
trespasser.     (Id.) 

b.  A  direotion  in  an  assignment  to  the 
assignee  to  pay  rent  and  taxes  on  the 
real  estate  until  sold,  held,  not  objec- 
tionable; it  was  only  authorising  the 
assignee  to  do  what  he  would  have 
be«n  authorised  to  do  without  it,  to 


preserve  the  poperty.  The  aasigii- 
ment  authorising  the  assignee  to  pay 
debts  due  and  to  grow  due,  held,  un- 
objectionable. So  the  authority  to 
employ  an  attorney,  held,  unobjection- 
able.   (Id.) 

0.  The  objection  that  an  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors  was  notezeeo- 
ted  by  all  the  parties,  should  be  taken 
at  the  trial;  it  is  too  late  to  raise 
sueh  an  objection,  to  defeat  tiie  as- 
signee's title  on  appeal.  (Colwell 
agt.  Lawrence,  ante,  324.) 

7.  An  assignment  in  trust  for  orediton  if 
not  rendered  void  by  a  provision  giving 
the  assignees  (one  of  them  being  a 
lawyer)  <^a  just  and  reasonable  eom- 
pensation  for  labor,  time,  services,  and 
aCtention,"  in  the  business  of  the  trust. 
(CampbeU  agt.  Woodworth,  24  N.  Y. 
R.,  304.) 

8.  This  language  is  to  be  oonstned  aa 
meaning  no  more  than  the  eommissions 
fljced  by  law.     (Id.) 

9.  A  provision  in  an  assignment  ezeouted 
by  a  debtor  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors,  directing  the  payment  of 
a  fictitious  demand  to  the  wife  of  the 
assignor,  renders  the  assignment  vSid ; 
on  the  ground  that  it  is  intended  to 
hinder  and  delay  creditors .  (  A  merican 
Exchange  Bankngt.  IVebb,  86  Barb., 
291.) 

10.  An  insolvent  debtor  cannot  do  by 
concealment  what  he  may  not  dio 
openly,  therofore  he  oannot»  by  a 
seoret  agreement  with  a  portion  of  his 
creditors,  compel  them  to  agree  to  his 
release  on  condition  of  his  ezeoutlng 
an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  endit- 

_  ivingtheii 
ing'agt.  Strang,  86  Barb., 


ors  giving  them  preferences.  ( Spauld' 
-.,810.) 


11.  An  assignment  by  a  mannfaoturiag 
corporation  formed  under  the  act  of 
February  17,  1848,  of  all  ite  property 
in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  all  its  credi- 
tors pro  rata,  made  in  eontemplation 
of  insolvency,  is  void.  (Loring  agt. 
U.  S.  Vulcanized  Qtitta  Pereha  Co., 
86  Barb.,  380.) 

12.  A  croditor  of  an  assignor,  when  sued 
by  the  assignee  for  taUng  the  assigned 
property  on  an  attachment  iwalnst  the 
assignor,  may  set  up  as  a  defence  that 
the  property  was  assigned  with  intent 
to  hinder,  .delay,  and  defraud  the 
creditors  of  the  assignor;  and  his  at- 
torney directing  the  levy  may  avail 
himself  of  the  same  defence.  (Fallon 
agt.  Mc  Ciena,  7  Bosvo.,  141.) 
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IB,  An  micnM  for  the  benefit  of  evedl 
ton  Mqalree  no  bettor  tifle  than  the 
Miignor  had,  and  therefore  U  not  en- 
titled to  the  tame  favor  in  equity  as  a 
pnrohaaer  for  a  valuable  ooaiideration. 
(5c*«(^e/iA  agt.  Hawhin$,  14  Akb.^ 
112.) 

14.  The  proTiilont  of  the  itet  of  April 
IZ,  1860,  (£«i0«qf  1860,  695,  eh,  848) 
whieh  require  general  aHicnmentf  for 
the  benefit  of  ereditort  to  be  aoknow- 
ledged  by  the  aMignor  before  delivery, 
and  tohednles  to  be  made  within  twenty 
dayi  thereafter,  are  directory  merely. 
(FdirtMU  agt.  GirynM,  14  Abb., 
ISl.) 

16.  Undtt  the  aet  of  1860,  (Laiet  qf 
1860,  694,  eh,  848,  §  1)  requiring 
aitignmentfl  for  benefit  of  orediton  to 
be  in  writing  and  duly  aeknowl$dg€d 
before  delivery,  an  aMignment  whioh 
ii  proved  by  a  subseribiDg  witnesi  is 
not  effeotnaf.  (Cook  agt.  feUv,  14 
Abb.,  466.) 

See  PuiTins,  1. 

Btb  AtTACHiciirt,  4. 

Bee  HusBAxo  axd  Wm,  14. 

See  Pabtxbu  AaB.PABTnasaAipg, 
18.  IS. 

8M  fi>T-0PF,  2. 


ASSIGNEE. 

1.  Am  a$HgM€  of  anything  but  eom* 
metdal  pnper>  when  he  takes  it  bona 
JUb,  if  liable  to  aU  th$  BfUiu  whioh 
exist  against  the  demand  while  in  the 
hsnds  of  the  a$Hgnor.  (RobofU  agt. 
CurtOTy  a/wfy  44.) 
See  AssioMMBNT  von  Bbvbpit  or 

Obbdxtors,  8.  4.  6.  IS. 
See  MoRTCiAaB  Fobbclosubb,  6.  6. 
7.8. 

See  OBsniTOB's  Suit,  11. 


ATTAOHMBNT. 

1.  A  BioliMi  to  set  aaide  an  ottochtMiU 
tukj  be  made  afUr  judgment  in  the 
notion.  The  judgment  does  not  iupBr^ 
9Bdt  the  attaohmtot.  (Thii  is  ad- 
Mfsi  to  ISfcKbib  agt.  Baldwin,  22  ^oio. 
Pr.  M,,  878.)  {Th&mpsoti  agt.  Cul- 
ver, 0nt»i  286.) 

9.  The  statutes  relating  to  the  process  of 
attaohment,  issued  by  the  marine  court 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  stated  and 
oomidered  by  Hoftmab,  J.  {FaUon 
agt.  MeCufki^,  7  Bosto.,  141.) 


S.  Whef^  theplaintiffi  SMd  out  an  nt- 

tachment  against  P.  on  contrast,  with 
a  view  to  get  the  proceeds  of  flour  sold 
in  Liverpool,  England,  by  the  defend* 
ants,  and  charged  in  their  afiLdavits 
that  they  sold  uid  delivered  the  goods 
to  P.,  in  New  York,  on  his  prondse  to 
pay  cash  on  the  delivery;  and  thm 
defendants  subsequently  sold  the  fionr 
which  they  received  from  P.  and  paid 
the  proceeds,  over  the  specified  advan- 
ces and  charges,  to  plamtifis,  who  ae- 
cepted  the  aame  and  gave  a  receipt 
therefor,  expressed  to  be  '*  in  full  ot 
proceeds  of  sales  of  flour,  as  per  your 
acceptance  of  P.'s  order  in  ourfavor>" 
hM,  that  the  plaintilb  could  not  sab- 
sequently  maintain  an  action  against 
the  defendants,  either  for  aeonver- 
sion  of  the  flour,  by  reason  of  thair 
having  sold  it,  or  to  recover  the  moneyn 
obtained  for  ity  as  for  so  mutk  money 
bad  and  received  by  the  defendaats  to 
theplaintifiii'nse.  iWUm^t^^-^'  ^ 
ardeot^  7  Bo9w,,  670.) 
4.  An  attachment  may  issue  nndffir  tha 


Code  against  the  property  of  a  debtor, 
who  hM  made  a  fiaudulent  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditoxs,  althongli 


the  assignment  is  valid  on  its  faea 
under  the  law  of  1860.  (Slcimtsr  agt. 
Ottinger,  14A65.,  109.) 

6.  It  is  unnecessary  that  the  nlaintiff  in 
the  attachment  suit  should  oe  a  judg- 
ment creditor.    (Id,) 

6.  Before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  a  dis- 
trict court  of  the  dty  of  New  York,  can 
acquire  jurisdiction  to  nroceed  to  txiaX 
in  an  action  commenced  by  attachment} 
the  return  of  the  ofilcer  serving  it  must 
show  a  strict  oompUanoe  ^th  the 
Jtatttto;  especially  when  the  defend- 
ant has  not  appeared.  Serrioe  of  the 
attachment  and  inventory  upon  a  par- 
son in  charge  of  the  property  attached 
is  insufficient,  unless  it  appeals 
tivdy  that  the  defendant  has  no 
of  residence  within  the  coonty.  (J 
9haU  agt.  CoiUy,  14  Abb.,  287.) 
See  Pabthsbs  and  PisnnBBnpg* 
4.  6. 

See  JvDavBiit,  2.  8. 4. 
See  AnoBBBT,  10. 
See  Gbb]>itob>8  Svn,  5. 6. 
See  AssittvxBVf  vob  thb  Bttnvn 
or  Cbbbitobs,  12. 


ATTOBITBY. 

1.  On  substitntioa  of  attosnagrBy  whsra 
tha  plaintiff  has  aaifttsd  the  Jn4 
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withont  notioe  to  hii  attoneT^  sa  or- 
der of  ref  erenee  hM  booii  made  by  the 
ooart  to  Moertftin  the  amoant  of  the 
origiasl  attorney's  lien  on  the  jndg- 
ment  to  the  amount  of  hU  taxed  costit, 
and  the  attorney  moves  to  amend  the 
order  of  reference  bv  extending  it  to 
his  elaim  for  a  lien  beyond  the  taxed 
oosts^  bat  does  not  show  any  tpecial 
agreement  with  the  plaintiff  to  that 
effect,  his  motion  to  amend  will  be  de- 
niedj  without  prejndloe  to  hia  lien  or 
right,  if  he  has  any  beyond  the  taxa- 
ble costs,  on  or  to  the  indgment  on  the 
final  reoorery,  as  against  the  assignee 
of  the  judgment.  {Richardson  agt. 
Brooklyn  City  jr  Newtown  JR.  JR.  Co., 
aiUe,  480.) 

S.  An  0ttam$y  has  a  lion  on  the  Jmdg- 
tfienl  obtained  by  him  for  bis  oUe»t»  to 
the  extant  of  hie  olaim  for  9$r9i4t9 
and  diehurtomonto  in  the  aotion, 
whether  the  amount  of  his  eompensa- 
tion  is  agreed  upon  or  depends  upon 
a  quantum  mofuit.  (Fox  agt.  Fox, 
ante,  409.) 

8.  The  attorney  is  entitled  to  svoh  a  sum 
as  shall  have  been  agreed  upon  be- 
tween him  and  his  elient ;  and  the  litn 
will  attadh  to  the  Judgment  to  ths  ex- 
tent  of  the  amount  thus  agreed  upon. 
CM.) 

4.  PaymeiU  of  the  judgment  to  any  other 
person  after  notice  of  the  lien,  wUl  be 
of  no  avail  against  the  attorney's  right 
to  e^floree  Q  for  the  amount  of  his 
elaim.    (Id,) 

ft.  When  there  is  a  dispute  as  to  what 
Uie  contract  is,  or  In  regard  to  the 
amount  which  the  attorney  is  entitled 
to  demahd  under  it,  and  also  when 
the  amount  of  eompensation  is  by  ex- 
inress  agreement  made  to  depend  on 
the  ifalue  qf  the  services,  and  unli- 
auidated,  the  remedy  of  the  attorney 
la  by  direct  action  against  all  the  par- 
ties. There  eannot  be  a  compulsory 
r^eronee  on  these  questions.  The 
ease  of  Haight  agt.  Holeoffib,  (16 
Bow.  Pr.  B.,  1T3,}  settles  this  point. 
(Id.) 

$.  Beasenable  oounsel  fees  ineurred  in 
the  defence  of  a  suit  to  restnun  the 
payment  of  an  award,  are  resoverable 
upon  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment of  all  oosts  and  damages  arising 
from  the  obligor's  obtaining  an  injuno- 
tion  or  from  his  contesting  the  pay- 
ment. (Corcoran  agt.  Judson,  34  N. 
Y.  H.,  106.) 

T.  Thib  att^ney  in  an  exeoolka,  who 


refused  to  state  whether  he  directed 
the  sale  of  particular  chattels  by  in- 
struction of  his  client,  and  challenged 
a  suit  against  himself,  is  estopped  fVom 
denying  that  he  acted  on  his  individual 
responsbility.  (jPbrdagt.  Williams, 
id.,  859.) 

8.  The  owner  of  suoh  chattels,  who  states 
his  olaim  and  forbids  the  sale,  may 
purehase  the  property  without  im- 
pairing his  right  of  aotion  for  the  tne - 
pass.     (Id.) 

9.  A  statement  made  by  a  elient  to  an 
attorney,  about  two  yean  and  a  half 
after  the  latter  had  obtained  a  judg- 
ment for  the  former  against  a  defend- 
ant, and  several  months  after  the  judg- 
ment had  been  assigned  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  another  person,  as  to  the  par- 
ment  of  that  judgment,  hold,  not  to  do 
a  privileged  communication  between 
attorney  and  client;  that  relation  in 
respect  to  such  judgment  had  ceased. 
If  a  statement  made  to  an  attorney  haa 
no  reference  to  the  professional  em- 
ployment, it  falls  within  the  exception 
to  the  rule  of  exclusion,  although 
made  while  the  relation  of  attorney 
and  elient  exists.  (Marsh  agt.  Howe, 
86  Barb.,  649.) 

10.  An  attachment  will  not  be  granted' 
against  an  attorney,  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  monoT  collected  by  him  for  a 
client,  after  the  remedy  by  action  has 
been  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. The  court  will  not  oompel 
payment  in  any  form  of  proceeding, 
when  it  is  made  to  appear  that  there 
is  nothing  due  by  the  law  of  the  land. 
(People  agt.  Brothorson,  86  Barb., 
662.) 

11.  The  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to 
diieet  the  payment  of  counsel  fees  out 
of  a  common  fund  belonging  to  the 
parties  in  the  aetion,  can  be  made  only 
by  the  judge  who  tried  the  eause. 
(Hotaling  agt.  Marsh,  UAbb.,  161.) 

12.  An  attommr  has  an  equitable  right 
to  be  paid  for  his  services  and  the 
amount  of  his  lien,  out  of  the  proeeeds 
of  the  judgment  or  other  proceeding 
obtained  by  his  labor  and  skUl,  which 
the  court  will  oompel  to  the  extent  of 
its  equitable  power.  Under  the  Code 
the  lien  is  not  limited  to  the  taxable 
costs;  but  the  attorney,  unless  the 
proceeds  have  some  into  his  hands, 
must  invoke  the  equitable  aid  of  the 
oourt  to  ascertain  the  existence  and 
amount  of  the  lien  before  he  oanen*. 
force  it.  (Ackerma/n  agt.  JUk^tnaoi, 
UjLbb.,n9.) 
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18.  Payment  bj  %  judgment  debtor  to  a 
judgment  creditor,  of  the  amonnt  of, 
the  judgment,  is  ralid  acainat  the  lien 
of  the  attorney,  unless  the  debtor  has 
notice  of  the  attorney's  claim  by  way 
of  lien  to  a  portion  of  such  judgment. 

14.  The  Hen  of  the  attorney  attaehes  not 
merely  to  the  eoats  in  the  judgment, 
hut  to  the  whole  judgments-damages 
and  costs,    (/if.) 

15.  An  action  commenced  and  proeeou- 
ted  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  for 
the  benefit  of  another  person,  where 
the  attorney  did  not  claim  ooste  from 
the  plaintiif,  hut  from  the  real  prose- 
cutor, keld,  that  the  plaintiif  could 
not  change  his  attorney  without  satis- 
fying the  attorney's  claim  for  costs. 
A  party  has  no  right  to  change  his  at- 
torney without  leave  of  the  court;  who 
will  consult  the  rights  of  the  attomev, 
and  will  not  allow  the  change  until  the 
just  claims  of  the  latter  are  di8chaz|(ed 
or  secured.  (Hojfifian  agt.  VanJSot- 
trand,  U  Abb.,  336.) 

See  Skt-off,  1. 

See  Costs,  9. 10.  17.  18.  19. 

See  AssiGH MEVT  for  Bkkbfit  of 

Grsditobs,  3.  4.  5. 
See  Nbw  Trial,  6.  7.  11. 
See  Principal  akd  Aobnt,  S. 
See  VxRiFi cation,  S. 
See  Excise  Law,  3. 


BAIL. 

1.  Where  the  platntiif  has  the  right  to 
take  the  persons  of  all  the  defsiulants 
in  satisfaction  of  his  judgment,  it  car- 
ries with  it  the  right  to  proceed  against 
the  bail  of  one  of  them,  as  to  whom 
there  may  be  a  return  of  non  est  in- 
ventus, (Penn  agt.  Remsen,  ante, 
503.) 

BANK  CHECK. 

1.  A  bank  cheek  drawn  by  the  president 
of  the  bank  in  his  indiTidual  name, 
payable  to  another  person,  and  certi- 
fied "  good ''  by  the  drawer  as  presi- 
dent, renders  tbe  aooeptanoe  void  in 
the  hands  of  the  drawer,  irrespective 
of  the  question  whether  or  not  he  has 
funds  in  the  bank.  (  Clajlin  agt.  Far- 
mers* and  Citizens'  Bank  of  Long 
Island,  ante,  1,  court  of  appeals,) 

2,.  The  want  of  authority  in  the  presi- 
dent as  agent,  to  bind  the  bank)  ap- 


pears upon  the  faea  of  t\€  €k9^\  of 
coune  there  can  be  noboiM^kfe  M4»r 
of  the  check.    (li.) 

8.  And  it  doec  not  alter  the  case  that  a 

Kneral  authority  to  oertify  checks  hsd 
en  conferred  by  the  bank  on  the 
president.  The  question  is  one  of 
agency,  Where  the  president  cannot 
act  as  the  agent  of  both  parties  to  the 
contract,  nor  as  agent  in  regard  to  a 
contract  in  whioh  he  has  any  intereit, 
or  to  which  he  is  a  party,  on  the  oppo- 
site side  to  his  principal.     (Jd,) 


BANKING  OORPOBATIOirS. 

1.  The  act  (jth,  654  of  1853),  aUowiu 
corporations  which  have  not  reeeiTed 
net  annuel  profits  equal  to  five  per 
cent,  upon  their  capital,  to  commute 
for  taxes  is  applicable  only  to  corpora- 
tions which  have  been  in  existence  for 
a  full  year  before  the  aaseesmeot  it 
made.  {Park  Bank  agt.  Wood,  U 
N,  Y,  JR.,  93.) 

2.  Held,  accordingly,  that  a  beak  whiek 
had  been  organised  only  three  months 
was  liable  to  be  taxed  for  the  fnU 
amount  of  its  capital,  thov^  its  in- 
come and  profits  were  len  thim  five  per 
cent.    (Id.) 

S.  A  provision  in  the  articles  of  a  bank- 
ing association  that  the  shares  of  its 
stock  shall  not  be  transferable  util 
the  shareholder  shall  disehaige  sll 
debts  due  by  him  to  the  aeaociatioD, 
includes  liabilities  of  the  shareholder 
which  have  not  matured.  (Leggitt 
agt.  Bank  of  Sing  Sing,  24  N,  Y,  A., 

4.  Such  a  provision  creates  a  valid  lien 
as  against  an  assignee  of  the  stock, 
who  takes  with  knowledge  thereofi 
while  the  shareholder  is  under  a  ooo- 
tingent  liability  as  indorser,  and  girei 
no  notice  to  the  bank  of  his  claim  mta 
after  the  indorser's  liabili^  hss  be- 
come fixed.    (Id.) 

5.  A  dividend  of  the  proIkU  of  a  buikiof 
association,  declared  by  the  directon 
«  payable  in  New  Tork  State  eonen- 
cy,"  is  payable  in  cash.  Thedireeton 
.have  no  authority  to  deelare  it  payable 
otherwise.  {ElUe  agt.  ChUtenengo 
Bank,  24  N.  Y.  JR.,  648.) 

6.  Evidence  of  an  understanaing  hj  the 
cashier  that  <<  State  onxrenov'^meuit 
country  bank  notes  current  in  New  Yori 
city  at  a  discount  of  a  quarter  of  one 
per  cent.,  but  not  shcnHng  a  geMru 
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IKcwt. 


(Id.) 


in  that  i 


if  ImdmiMible. 


7.  Where  the  OMhier  of  a  bank  is  aathO' 
rised  to  indorse  a  note  or  other  nego- 
tiable paper  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
transmitting  to  other  banks  for  oolleo- 
tion,  snob  indorsement  does  not  make 
the  bank  liable  as  indorser.  The 
oasbier  of  a  bank  has  no  power  to 
make  a  contraet  for  the  bank  in  his 
own  name,  unless  the  oorporation  has 
authorised  him  to  do  so  on  its  behalf, 
and  with  the  intention  that  it  should 
be  bound.  (Bank  of  tke  State  of  New 
York  agt.  Farmers*  Branch  of  the 
State  Bank  of  Ohio,  36  Barb.y  832.) 

8.  Where  the  oourt  of  chancery  of  New 
Jersey  adjudges  a  bank,  created  under 
the  laws  of  that  State,  to  be  insolyent, 
and  appoints  a  receiver,  the  ralidity  of 
the  appointment  cannot  be  auestioned 
oollaterally,  provided  enough  was  al- 
leged and  done  on  initiating  the  pro- 
ceeding to  give  that  oourt  iurisdietion 
of  the  subject  matter.  The  order  is 
not  Toi<l  merely  because  no  officer  of  the 
bank  had  notioe  of  the  application,  it 
haring  been  prored  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court,  before  making  it,  that  no 
such  officer  could  be  found  within  the 
Stoto.  (Dayton  agt.  Borit,  7  Bosvt,, 
116.) 

9.  A  subscriber  to  the  certificate,  filed  to 
organise  a  bank,  is  liable  to  pay  for  the 
number  of  shares  therein  stated  to  hare 
been  subscribed  by  him,  and  payment 
ean  be  enforced  at  the  suit  of  a  receiver, 
appointed  on  its  becoming  insolvent,  to 
satisfy  the  creditors  of  the  bank.  In 
a  suit  by  such  receiver,  against  an 
original  subscriber,  a  judfpnent  in  favor 
of  a  third  person  against  the  bank,  in 
a  oourt  of  record,  in  an  action  in  which 
the  bank  appeared  and  defended,  is 
prima  facie  evidence  that  the  bank 
owes  the  amount  recovered.  The  fact 
that  a  subscriber  assigns  all  his  interest 
in  the  bank,  does  not  discharge  his 
liability  upon  his  subscription,  and  it 
can  be  enforced  for  the  benefit  of  one 
who  subsequently  becomes  a  creditor 
of  the  bank.    (Id.) 

10.  The  act  to  restrain  unauthoriied 
banking  is  inapplicable  to  obligations, 
not  payable  on  demand.  (Abhard 
agt.  N.  F.  ^  HarUm  Railroad  Co., 
U  Abb,,  275.) 

See  Bass  Cbeok,  1.  2.  8. 

See  RscsiTBM,  8.  4. 

See  Tazss  and  JLUissusKTB,  1. 


BILLS  OF  BXCHAKGE  AND  PR( 
MIS80BY  KOTBS. 

1.  Where  the  maker  of  a  promissory  no 
within  this  state  removes  therefroi 
and  continues  to  reside  abroad  until  i 
maturity,  the  indorser  may  be  chargi 
without  a  demand  of  such  maker 
presentment  at  his  last  place  of  res 
denoe  within  this  state.  (Foeter  ag 
Julisn,  U  N.  y.  B,,  28.) 

2.  A  note  given  to  a  mutual  fire  insi 
ranee  company,  organised  under  tl 
general  law,  as  one  of  the  notes  r< 
quired  by  the  statute  (chap,  308  f. 
1849)  to  make  up  its  capital,  is,  in  I 

'  gal  effsct,  payable  on  demand,  i.  f! 
qX  its  date,  though  by  its  terms  pa; 
ment  was  to  be  msMie  at  such  times  wi 
in  such  portions  as  the  directors  migl 
require.  (Hovland  agt.  Edmondi 
24  N.  Y.  R.,  807.) 

3.  No  actual  demand  is  necessary  in  n 
spect  to  such  a  note.  The  statute  ui 
der  which  it  is  given  fastens  on  it  1 1 
character  of  a  note  payable  absolutel; 
orat  the  mere  will  of  the  holder.  (lo 

4.  The  statute  of  limitations  begins 
run  against  such  a  note  at  the  time 
is  given,  and  is  a  good  defence  at  tl 
expiration  of  six  years  ftrom  that  tin 
(Id.) 

ft.  An  agreement  between  the  payee  o ' 
note  and  the  maker,  made  with  tl 
assent  of  the  latter's  partner,  to  api 
the  indebtedness  of  the  payee  to  sut 
maker  and  his  partner  in  payment 
the  note,  operates  in  presenti  us 
satisfaction  of  the  note  pro  tanto.- 
(Davis  agt.  Spencer,  24  N.  Y.  1 

6.  Whether  the  assent  of  the  parti 
was  necessary  or  material  :  Qua 
(Id.) 

7.  Where  a  bill  or  note  having  time 
run,  is  received  from  a  party  primar ! 
liable  on  a  bill  or  note  then  over -dti 
the  receipt  of  such  note  or  bill  does  i  • 
operate  to  discharge  an  indorser  on  1 1 
bill  or  note  over-due,  unless  there  is  i 
agreement  express  or  implied  that  1 1 
note  or  bill  thus  received  shall  be  : 
payment  of  the  former,  or  extendi  t 
the  time  of  payment  in  favor  of  so  i 
party  who  is  liable  thereon,  prior 
such  indorser.  If  a  new  drskft  or  n  • 
is  taken  by  the  holder  of  a  protes'  i 
note,  as  collateral  to  snch  note,  1 1 
will  not  prevent  him  from  enforc  i 
payment  of  the  note.  (Taylor  a  ; 
MUn,  Z6  Barb.,  294.) 
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8.  Wher«  the  maker  of  as  iiMtraiiient  In 
writiog  promises  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
another  a  specified  ivm,  at  his  store  or 
in  goods  on  demand,  for  Talne  reeelTedi 
it  is  a  necotiahle  promisBorr  note. 
(]^$Mi€r  agt.  WiUoih  M  Jtard., 
S07.) 

•.  Inanaetion  by  an  Indorsee  aninst 
his  immediate  indorser  of  a  promissory 
note,  or  by  the  payee  against  the  ma- 
ker, the  defendant  oannot  prove  a  Tor- 
bal  agreementy  ootemporaneoos  with 
the  indorsing  or  making,  of  the  note, 
by  whioh  the  note  is  not  to  be  paid  or 
beeome  payable  nntil  the  defendant 
has  realised  the  amonnt  thereof  from 
specified  sonroes,  whero  the  alleged 
agreement  and  facts  oonneoted  with  it 
do  not  show  a  failure  of  oonsideratlon, 
or  that  there  was  no  consideration  for 
Indorsing  or  making  the  note*  {Lewis 
agt.  Jones,  7  Bosw,,  366.) 

10.  A  bill  of  ezehange  that  has  been  ne- 
gotiated by  the  indorsement  of  serenU 
parties,  the  holder  has,  the  next  day 
after  receiving  notice  of  dishonor,  to 
notify  any  prior  indorser  whom  he  de- 
sires to  charge}  and  each  successire 
indorser  who  reoeiyes  notice,  has  at 
least  one  day  thereafter  to  give  notice 
to  any  antecedent  indorser.  And  this 
mle  is  not  confined  to  holders  for 
Tftlae,  but  applies  to  an  a|^nt  or 
banker.  Whero  the  party  giving  the 
notice,  and  the  party  to  whom  it  is 
giren,  do  not  reside  in  the  same  town, 
the  notice  may  be  sent  by  mail .  (  West 
Ri9er  B*k  agt.  Tayhr,  7  Bosw.,  466.) 

11.  1\>  charge  the  indorser  upon  a  pro- 
missory note,  payable  at  a  particular 
place,  the  complaint  must  contain  an 
averment  to  the  effect  that  payment 
was  demanded  at  such  place.  The 
complaint  averred  that  at  maturity  the 
note  was  duly  prosented  for  payment 
to  the  makers,  heldf  a  sufficient  aver- 
ment of  presentment  at  the  place 
named.  (Turner  agt.  Williams,  14 
Abb.,  215.) 

Bee  O^VARANTT,  8. 

See  CoKPLAiirT,  8.  9. 

See    MAKUFACTUBiifa     Cobpoba- 

TIOHS,  1. 

See  FoREi«]i  Corpobations,  2.   ' 
See  Pabthbbs  ahd  PABrirBBSHiPS, 
19. 

See  BAjrKiKtt  Cobpobatiox8»  7. 
Bee  UsVBT,  8.  7. 
See  Pbihcipal  ahd  Aasirr,  7. 
Bee  DirsiroB^  1.  2. 


BILL  OF  LADIVa.  ' 

1.  A  shipping  bill,  exeevied  by  tlie 
owner  of  property'  and  of  the  eanal 
boat  on  which  it  is  laden  for  transpor- 
Ution,  stating  that  it  is  to  be  deUv- 
crod  as  addressed,  vis :  *'  Account  J. 
F.  M.,  caro  of  Dows  k  Cary,"  though 
not  signed  by  the  master  of  the  boat, 
nor  containing  any  words  of  negotia- 
biUty,  is  substantiaUy  a  bill  of  ladiag, 
and  affects  the  title  to  the  goods  in  the 
same  manner  a«  if  it  wero  in  regulsr 
fomi.  (Daws  agt.  Or^ne,  24  Jv.  F. 
B.,  638.) 

2.  Under  sneh  a  bin,  Dowi  4  Oaiy  sie 
the  eoBdgnees,  and  have  n  Hen  uadar 
the  factor's  not  (chap.  179  qf  1839)  ia 
respect  to  any  money  advaaoed  by  them 
toJ.  F.M.    (Id.) 

8.  It  seefM  that,  at  common  law,  and 
independent  of  the  faetor's  act,  the 
transfer  of  a  bill  of  lading  toateaa 
fide  holder  would  transfer  the  title  ia 
the  same  manner  as  a  transfer  of  the 
goods,  although  the  bill  had  been  ob- 
tained from  the  owner  of  the  property 
by  fraod.  .  Lows  agt.  Perriny  (II  A. 
y.,  825,)  in  this  respeot  qusatioMd. 
(Id.) 

4.  The  master  of  a  vessel  who  signs  a  bill 
of  lading,  by  which  he  acknowledges 
the  rooeipt  on  board,  of  goods  of  a  de- 
signated kind  and  spceiiled  qoaatitv, 
and  agrees  to  deliver  the  same  to  ths 
shipper  or  his  assigns,  on  payment  of 
freight,  at  a  specified  rate  per  ton,  ii 
bound  to  deliver  to  one  punhasing  the 
goods  in  transituy  and  taking  from  the 
shipper  an  assignment  of  the  bill  of 
lading,  in  good  faith  and  relying  there- 
on, goods  of  the  kind  so  desixnatsd, 
and  the  specified  quantity  theieef. 
(Byrne  agt.  Weeks,  7  Bosw.,  37t) 

ths 

the 


6.  In  an  action  bv  an  assignee  of 
master's  claim  for  ftreight,  where 
assignment  ii  made  after  a  part  deliv- 
ery of  the  cargo,  and  a  refusal  to  de< 
liver  the  residue  of.  it,  ihe  assignee  of 
the  bill  of  lading  may  dedoot  fiom  the 
amount  of  the  freight  payable  upon  the 
goods  delivered,  the  valne  of  the  goodf 
not  delivered  parsnaat  to  the  eoatnst 
in  the  bUl  of  lading.    (U.) 

BOABDINe  HO0SB  KBBPBB8. 

1.  The  intent  of  the  sUtnte  of  I360» 
(Ssss,  Laws,    771,)   giving  tojhe 


ilimto 

due,  i*,  to 

give  tham  the  tame  lleaiAlPh » ii*- 


keeper  of  a  boarding  hou 
the  extent  of  tha  board 
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DifBgft. 


k09pir  hM  nfott  th«  effects  of  a  gaett^ 
without  referenee  to  the  ohamcter  of 
the  gaestflj  whether  they  are  traiutefi^ 
or  permanent  boardert,  (Stewart 
agt.  McCready,  ante,  62.} 


BOKDS. 

1.  A  bond  ittaed  bj  a  railroad  oompaay 
aeknowledced  the  receipt  of  |1»000 
from  ^— >  and  in  oonaideration  thereof 
the  eomiwny  promised  and  agreed  to 

pay  to  ,  or  assigns^  the  sam  of 

$1,000  ten  years  after  date,  Ae.  Held, 
that  any  lawfbl  holder  by  delirery  or 
transfer  was  aathorised  to  fill  his  own 
name  in  the  blanks  as  the  payee.  And 
that  aTOrments  in  the  oomplaint  that 
the  oorporatlon  receired  the  money 
from  some  person  unknown  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  delivered  the  bond  to 
such  person  for  the  purpose  and  with 
the  intent  that  the  same  should  be 
assignable  and  trannferable  by  delivery 
from  hand  to  hand ;  that  before  matn- 
rity  it  eame  lawfully  into  the  possession 

'  of  the  plaintiff  for  value,  and  that  he 
was  the  owner  and  holder,  held,  that 
the  complaint  was  lulftoient,  and  that 
the  aekion  would  lie  against  the  com- 
pany. (Hubbard  agt.  New  York 
andHarUm  Jt.  A,  Co.,  36  Barb., 
286.) 

S.  An  indemnifying  bond  given  by  the 
defendants  to  the  plaintiffs,  with  a 
eondition  that  if  the  plalntifEB  should 
pay  a  speciiie  sum  of  money  as  therein 
designated,  the  defendants  would  '<  in- 
demnify and  save  harmle«  the  plain- 
tiffs  from  all  actions  and  suits,  both  in 
law  and  in  equitv,  and  from  all  loss, 
oost  and  damage,  by  reason  of  the  pay- 
ment of  said  sum  of  money  as  afore- 
said," held,  to  be  an  indemnity  against 
actual  damage  only.  (^Brtdgeport 
Fire  and  Marine  Inewramce  Co. 
aft.  Wileon,  7  Boew.,  427.) 


BfiSACH  OF  CONTRACT. 

Bee  CoHTBACT. 

Sea  Sfboitio  PsBroBMAHoa,  1.  2. 
3. 


BREACH  07  PROBIISB. 

1.  In  an  action  for  breach  of  promise, 
evlclenoe,  drawn  out  by  the  plaintiff, 
of  d«eclarations  by  the  defendant,  tend- 
ing *to  prove  that  his  failure  to  marry 
ua  ^pUdatUf  proeeeded  from  na  want  of 


respect  or  attachment  to  her,  is 
for  the  oonsideiation  of  the  ju 
mitigation  of  damages.  (Johnei 
JenMnt,  24  N.  F.  It.,  262.) 

2.  The  defendant  in  such  an  aei 
entitled  to  prove  the  truth  of 
declarations,  and  to  show  thi 
mother,  a  woman  in  infirm  healtl 
strenuoBsly  opposed  to  the  i 
(Id.)    • 


CANAL  BOARD. 

.  The  caaal  beard,  upon  revers 
modifying  an  award  of  the  can 
praisers,  must  state  the  groux 
reversal  or  modification  in  their  r 
tion.  The  statute  (c^  752  ttf 
§  4)  is  imperative,  not  merely 
tory.  (People,  ez  rel.  Bame> 
Gardner,  24  N.  Y.  R.,  688.) 

.  The  offering  by  one  <tf  the  cana 
missioncrs,  at  a  meeting  of  the 
board  of  a  resolution,  in  writiuf 
an  appeal  be  reheard,  is  an  appli 
in  writing  for  such  rcihearing.    { 


OAUSB  07  ACTION. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff,  being  in  th 
eeeeion  of  negotiable  paper 
apparent  title,  and  no  contra^ 
evidence  to  overthrow  it,  he  si 
legal  right  as  owner  to  reoover .  (J 
agt.  Pef^field,  ante,  64.) 

2.  The  HgM  of  action  to  claims  foi 
dende  improperly  declared  by  an 
vent  banking  corporation  is  i 
creditors  and  not  in  the  re< 
(Bntterworth  agt.   O'Brien, 

3.  That  a  complaint,  under  the 
states  fraudulent  reprcsentatic 
the  defendant,  by  which  the  pi 
was  induced  to  pay  him  money, 
he  seeks  to  recover  back,  do 
necessarily  stamp  the  action  as 
tort,  or  show  that  the  cause  of 
is  not  assignable.  (Byxbie  agt.  i 
24  N.  Y.  B.,  607.) 

4.  It  is  no  objection  to  a  recovery  i 
a  case  that  fraud  is  not  proved,  ii 
cient  facts  appear  to  warrant  a  re 
as  for  money  had  and  received. 

5.  Nor  is  it  an  objection  to  the  i 
ability  of  the  cause  of  action  th 
party  paid  the  money  under  a 
agreementi  and  signed  admissioi 
the  several  aocounts  upon  whi 
made  paymcalp  were  ooRcct.    ( 
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6.  AoMBeof  aotlonfortheoonyenionbj 
the  defendftDt  of  funds  intrusted  to  him 
w  an  agent,  for  which  he  has  not  ae- 
connted  to  his  prinoipal,  is  assignable. 
Snoh  a  cause  of  action  would  survive  to 
the  personal  representatives.  (Oould 
agt.  OotUd,  36  Barb.,  270.) 

7.  Under  §  167  of  the  Code,  a  plaintiff 
may  unite  a  claim  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  land  with  a  claim  for  dama- 
ges for  withholding  the  same,  and  for 
the  rents  and  profits ;  but  this  provi- 
sion gives  no  new  rights  of  action ;  and 
the  plaintiff  is  not  oonnd  to  elect,  as 
between  those  causes  of  action,  which 
he  will  adopt.  (Hotchkits  agt.  Au- 
burn ^  RochBtter  R.  R»  Co,,  36 
Barb,,  600.) 

B.  The  payment  bj  the  plaintiffs  of  a 
specified  sum  of  money,  not  made 
voiontarily  merely,  and  if  not  to  be 
deemed  as  made  at  tbe  defendant's  re- 
quest, but  made  for  his  benefit  and  in 
discharge  of  a  liability  on  his  part,  it 
is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  de- 
fendant's subsequent  promise  to  repay 
the  amount  so  paid.  (St,  NichoUu 
Ins,  Co.  agt.  Hove,  7  BMvi.,  460.) 

See  GoMPLAiHT,  2.  8. 

See  SxKCUTOBS  avd  Adxixibtba- 

TORS,  5.  6. 

Soe  Dbvubreb,  2. 

See  FBAuniTiiSHT  Rbprbskhta- 

TIONS,  6. 

See  Slajtbeb,  1.  2. 

See  Bills  of  Exchah qb  axd  Pbo- 

MISSORT  NOTBS,  9. 

See  Will,  26. 

See  Ptblig  Office,  2. 

See  AccouBT,  1. 


CBRTIORAKI. 

1 .  When  the  jurisdiction  qf  an  inferior 
tribunal  depends  upon  svidsncs  to  be 
taken  before  it,  this  court,  upon  certio- 
rari, will  examine  such  CTidenoe  in 
order  to  determine  the  question  of 
jurisdiction,  but  for  no  other  pur- 
pose. (People  ex  rel.  Dillon  agt. 
MetropolUan  Police,  ante,  481.) 

S.  A  common-law  certiorari  to  review  a 
summary  eonvlotion  under  a  penal 
statute  brings  up,  not  only  questions 
i^eoting  the  jnrisdietion  of  the  magis- 
trate and  the  regularity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, but  the  question  whether 
there  was  any  evidenoe  to  warrant  the 


eonTietlon.  (MuUine  agt.  PeopU, 
24  N.  Y.  R,,  399.) 

3.  In  such  cases  the  eridenee  must  ap- 
pear on  the  faee  of  the  record,  or  tbe 
oouTiction  will  be  quashed.     (Id.) 

4.  The  act  in  relation  to  the  nle  of  bot- 
tles, Ac.  (ch.  117  of  1860),  imposes  do 
penalty  for  the  secreting  of  a  bottle, 
though  subjecting  a  dealer  in  bottles 
to  a  seareh-warrant.    (Id.) 

.  The  return  of  a  justioe  of  the  peace  to 
a  certiorari,  under  the  Code,  must  con- 
tain all  the  testimony  reoeired  by  him. 
(Orcutt  agt.  CahiU,  24  i^.  T.  R..  678.) 

.  Where  a  justice's  return  sets  forth 
evidence  in  detail,  it  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  stating  the  whole  testimouy, 
unless  the  contrary  distinctly  appesii. 
(Id.) 

OHABITABLS  AND  BEHEYOLBNT 
SOCIETIES. 

.  Where  a  member  of  a  charitable  and 
benevolent  society,  organised  nndar 
the  statute  of  1848,  entitled  <' An  act 
for  the  incorporation  of  benevoleDt, 
charitable,  scientific  and  mtssioiisiy 
societies,"  is  expelled  from  such  so- 
ciety for  the  non-obeerraace  of  a  by- 
law which  is  not  authorised  by  the  sts- 
tute  nor  the  constitution  of  the  sUte, 
he  will  be  restored  to  membership  by 
mandamus.  (People  ex  rel.  SelmUt 
agt.  Saint  Pranciscus Benevolent  So- 
ciety, ante,  216.) 

2.  Members  of  ineh  society  cannot  be 
expelled  therefrom  upon  charges  nads 
against  them  without  notice,  and  an 
opportunity  to  be  heaid  in  their  d«- 
fence.     (Id.) 


CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 
See  Mortgage  of  Perbobal  Pbo- 

PERTT. 

CITY  COURT,  BROOKLYN. 
See  Jdbisdictiob,  2. 
See  Appeal,  26. 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  EXCISE. 

.  The  eommissionere  of  exdf  of  a 
county  are  not,  under  the  statute,  lim- 
ited in  their  services  to  ten  days  (si 
$3  per  day.)  This  UmitaUon  is  ex; 
pxtasly  confined  to  the  time  they  sbsU 
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spend  in  their  meetings  for  the  parpose 
of  granting  licenses.  (People  ex  rel, 
PUiinh  agt.  SupervUors  qf  Cortland, 
ante,  119.) 

S.  It  is  their  duty  to  proeuvtefor  penal- 
tUe  incurred,  and  the  members  of  the 
board  have  the  right  to  charge  for  the 
time  spent  in  the  performance  of  that 
duty;  and  where  they  present  their 
aeoonnts  to  the  board  of  supervisors, 
properly  made  out  and  verified,  it  is 
the  duty  of  such  board  to  reoeive  and 
aet  upon  them.  If  they  refuse  to  do 
this,  the  authority  of  this  oourt  may 
be  invoked  to  eompel  them.    (Id.) 


COMlflSSIONS. 

1.  The  law  as  to  eommUeione  for  the 
examination  of  witnesses  is^iot  altered 
by  the  Code.  It  is  not  applicable  to 
witnesses  in  supplementary  proceed- 
ings,   (Morrell  agt.  Hoey,  ante,  48.) 

2.  A  non-resident  party  may  be  ex- 
amined on  commission  as  a  witness  in 
his  own  behalf.  (MeCarty  agt.  Ed- 
wards, ante,  236.) 

8.  It  is  not  a  valid  objeetion  that  cross- 
interrogatories  in  a  commission  offer- 
ed in  evidence  are  not  all  answered, 
where  it  appears  that  some  of  them  in 
whole  or  in  part  are  answered  by  refer - 
once  to  previous  answers,  the  latter 
being  full  and  explicit.     (Id.) 

4.  Several  objections  were  taken  by  the 
plaintiif  In  this  ease,  to  the  commis- 
sions introduced  by  the  defendant  In 
^evidence,  which  are  specifically  exam- 
'ined  and  passed  upon  by  the  oourt  in 
their  opinion;  but  with  the  remark, 
however,  that  they  had  seldom  seen 
any  objections  to  testimony  less  speci- 
Jic  or  less  sign^ficani  than  these  ap- 
peared to  be,  as  presented  on  the  bill 
of  exceptions;  and  were  inclined  to 
think  that  all  of  them  might  with 
great  propriety  have  been  summarily 
condemned  for  that  reason.    (Id.) 

6.  A  paper  issued  by  a  court  of  record  in 
the  form  of  a  commission  to  take  testi- 
mony, but  without  a  seal,  is  a  nullity^ 
and  depositions  taken  under  it  are  not 
admissible  as  evidence.  (Ford  ngt, 
WiUiams,  U  N.  Y.  R.,  859.) 


COMMON  CABRIEBS. 

!•  The  right  of  a  common  carrier  to 
U»U  Am  lioMitlyisweUittUedlnthe 


aflirmativo.    (Meyer  act.  ffamden^s 
Express  Co.,  ante,  290.) 

S.  And  when  a  special  contraet  is  made, 
the  relations  of  the  parties  are  changed^ 
and  the  earner  becomes  as  to  that 
transaction  an  ordinary  bailee  and 
private  carrier  for  hire.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  the  plaintiflSB  directed  E.  ^ 
Co.  to  ship  goods  by  Hamden*s  ex- 
press, it  authorised  E.  k  Co.,  at  least 
so  far  as  the  defendants  were  ooncemedy 
to  make  any  contract  which  tiie  de* 
fendants  insisted  on.    (Id.) 

4.  Consequently,  where  E.  A  Co.,  on  the 
delivery   of  the   goods,  presented   a 

Srinted  receipt  in  a  receipt  boolL  of  the 
efendants  in  their  possession,  which 
the  driver  of  the  express  company 
signed,  held,  that  S.  A  Co.  had 
authority,  as  the  agents  of  the  plain- 
ti£fs,  to  make  the  contract  contained  in 
the  receipt.     (Id.)  * 

5.  To  hold  that  when  goods  are  deliveredt 
the  carrier,  who  chooses  to  limit  his 
responsibility,  should  be  compelled  to 
stop  and  examine  the  authority  of  the 
person  presenting  the  goods  to  make 
the  contract,  would  virtually  destroy 
the  utility  of  the  express  business. 
(Id.) 

6.  The  carrier  of  a  boat-load  of  wheat 
lost  or  converted  a  portion  of  it,  and 
discharged  the  residue  into  a  barge  pro- 
vided by  an  intermediate  consigneo 
for  transporting  it  to  its  ultimate  des- 
tination. The  Intermediate  consignee 
refused  to  pay  freight  for  the  quantity 
delivered,  unless  the  carrier  would  al- 
low and  deduct  the  value  of  the  wheat 
lost.  Held,  that  no  contract  to  pay 
the  freight  was  to  be  implied  under 
these  circumstances,  and  that  an  ac- 
tion therefor  would  not  lie  against  the 
intermediate  consignee.  (Davis  agt. 
Pattison,  24  N.  Y^R.,  817.) 

7.  An  intermediate  consignee  is,  in  virtue 
of  that  character,  authorised  to  adjust 
and  receive  damages  from  a  loss  of 
part  of  the  property.    (Id.) 

8.  The  rights  and  duties  of  intermediate 
consignees  discussed,  per  Allbn,  J. 
(Id.) 

9.  If  a  passenger  in  a  vehicle  upon  a 
city  street  voluntarily  assumes  a  posi- 
tion which  is  not  intended  and  ordi- 
narily used  for  the  conveyance  of  pas- 
sengers and  which  is  exposed  to  danger, 
he  contributes  to  an  injury  which  he 
sustains  by  a  ooUision  prodaoed  by  the 
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wtUfol  or  negUgvnt  aett  of  a  third 
party,  without  aaj  fault  in  the  man- 
agemoDt  of  the  rehicle  whioh  oarries 
him,  and  he  eannot  reeorer  againit  the 
earner  for  injuriea  reoeived .  ( Spooner 
agl.  BroMim  CUy  R.  R.  Co,,  86 
Barb,,  S17.) 

See  Railboad  Cokpavibs. 
See  EzFRBfts  Comfakibs. 
See  NBaLiaBB«B»  4. 


COMPLAINT. 

1.  Where  the  complaint  ma  drawn 
•trietlj  under  §  163  of  the  Oode,  which 
alleged  an  amount  due  to  the  plain 
tiffa  from  the  defendants  on  a  written 
Instrument ;  then  followed  a  eopj  of  a 
promisBoxj  note,  signed  hj  the  defend- 
ants, for  $3,000,  dated  March  9,  1860, 
payable  six  months  afterdate  to  the 
order  of  the  makers,  and  by  them  in- 
dorsed in  blank;  a  demand  for  judg- 
ment for  the  amount  against  the  de- 
fendants, hUd,  9fnjgiieiafU,  under  the 
deeision  of  PrindU  agt.  CanUkrs, 
(15  N,  Y,  R.,  425.)  iButcher9>  ^ 
Drovar**  Bank  agt.  Jaeobaon,  ant^, 
20iO 

2.  On  demurrer,  where  faets  are  stated 
in  a  complaint  showing  that  the  plain- 
tiir  has  ttDO  contracts  which  are  bro- 
ken, so  that  an  action  might  be  main- 
tained on  either,  but  are  not  stated 
leparatety,  as  several  causes  of  action, 
the  action  must  be  considered  founded 
on  that  contract  upon  which  it  can  be 
sustained  as  to  some  or  all  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  not  upon  the. contract 
where  the  aetion  must  fail  unless  neio 
nartUe  are  brought  in.  {Lord  agt. 
Vreeia/nd,  amte,  816.) 

8.  The  allegatians  of  the  complaint  show- 
ing a  cause  of  aclion  in  suoh  case, 
which  cannot  be  sustained  for  the  want 
cf  proper  parties  defendant,  must  be 
treated  as  irrotwant  or  immaterial, 
and  upon  motion  should  be  strieiu/n 
onl.    {Id.) 

4.  Where  the  action  was  upon  promie* 
iory  n^ea  assigned  to  the  plaintifT,  and 
for  $ood9  $old,  held,  that  the  plaintiff 
night  properly  allege  in  his  complaint 
thaty  on  hii  '<  infbrmation  and  belief," 
the  notes  were  executed  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  on  his  "  information  and  be* 
lief,"  the  goods  were  sold  to  the  de- 
feadaat.  (St.  Mm  agt.  Baare,  aMte, 
377.)  I 


6.  The  allowance  or  refusal  of  cotte  in 
actions  for  the  etrict  foredoeure  cf 
mortgages,  is  In  the  discretion  of  the 
court.  Where  the  notice  prescribed  by 
§  131  of  the  Code  has  not  oeen  served, 
it  does  not  deprive  the  court  of  the 
power  in  equity  cases  to  atcard  costs 
for  unreasonably  defending,  against 
defendants  upon  whom  a  copy  of  the 
complaint  has  been  served.  It  is  not 
neoessarr  to  the  commeneament  of  any 
action  that  a  copy  of  the  complaiat 
be  served  upon  the  defendant;  he  is 
brought  into  court  by  the  siHMMMit 
alone,  (O^Hara  agt.  Mraphy,  ante, 
879.) 

6.  Where  the  complaint  by  the  receiver 
averred  that  the  defendant  (former 
president  of  the  bank)  naied  fictUioas 
notes  in  lien  of  money  of  the  beak, 
which  he  fraudulently  need,  and  dis- 
posed of,  and  that  suoh  notes  ware 
among  the  assets  of  the  bank,  held, 
that  these  faeU,  if  proven,  would  be 
sufficient  to  put  the  defendant  on  hii 
defence,  and  showed  a  canse  of  astioa 
in  favor  of  the  leoeiver.  (Butter- 
worth^i.  O^Brian,  amte,  48&.) 

7.  Under  the  late  decisions  in  the  eout 
of  appeals,  courts  of  original  jurisdic- 
tion are  not  to  pay  any  attention  to 
Jbrms,  if  they  eaa  And  In  the  eoai- 
plaint  any  allegations  which,  under 
any  view  of  them,  may  give  the  plain- 
tiir  a  right  to  recover.  (Ergo,  hooks 
of  forms  moot  be  considered  as  calcu- 
lated to  misUad  a/nd  co^fiue,)  (Id,) 

8.  The  ownership  of  a  promissory  note  by 
.  the  plaintiif  is  sufficiently  shown  by  the 

averment  of  its  making,  indorsement 
and  delivery  to  him  before  maturity, 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  though 
coupled  with  the  statement  that  it  was, 
«by  the  Bank  of  Commerce,  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  which  then  held  the 
same,"  presented  for  payment  at  an- 
other bank  in  that  city,  where  it  was 
payable.  (Farmers^  ^  Mechanics' 
Bank  of  Genesee  agt.  WadsvBorth,  U 
N,  Y.R„U7,) 

9.  The  etatement  in  respect  to  the  Bank 
of  Commeree  Imports  only  a  holding  u 
the  plaintiff 's  agent  fot  eelieottem  and 
not  ownership,    (id,) 

10.  When  it  appears  that  the  defendaet 
was  not,  and  could  not  have  been  mis- 
led by  a  variaooe  between  the  com- 
plaint and  the  proof,  the  variance  t»T 
be  disregaided  i|itbo«t  aoK^^NB^* 
(Craig  «gt.  Ward,  86  Barb.,  $77.) 
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11.  mitw  to  HI  tartimnMit  fot  «ho  p^y- 
mbnt  ol  money,  the  lutae  of  the  wee 
ii  left  blank  with  the  totentlon  that 
nioh  iBBtmment  m»y  be  tranaf erred  by 
deliTery,  the  holder  may  plead  it  to 
an  aotion  thereon  ua  h«vtog  been  de- 
livered to  some  penong  unknown  for  a 
Taloible  eondderation  reoelTod  from 
them,  and  ae  hsTtoff  therefore  come 
lawfully  into  plaintiff 'a  poweision,  and 
that  he  ia  owner  thereof.  (Hubbard 
agt.  New  York  $  HarUm  R.  R.  Co. 
1%  Abb,,  275.) 

l»w  In  «B  notion  npon  »  policy  of  in«- 
naee  for  the  amount  of  the  Ioh,  the 
aomplatot  mnet  aUege  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  an  totereet  to  the  thine  insured 
at  the  time  of  the  loss ;  unless  the  claim 
wiM  assigned  to  him  afterwards,  or  un- 
less he  sues  as  trustee  of  an  express 
truM.  If  the  platotltf  sues  as  trustee 
or  agent,  he  must  allege  in  his  oom- 
|>laint  the  existence  of  such  trust,  and 
show  his  authority  to  collect  the 
amount  of  the  insurance.  (FY^tman 
agt.  jPVtto»  Fir$  Inturanea  Co,,  U 
Abb.,  398.) 

Bee  VBBiFiOATXOir,  S. 

Bee  Arbxst,  1.  2.  3.  4. 

Bee  Ahsweb,  7.  8. 

See  Public  Officb«  1.  2. 

See  Tbzal,  1.  3.  3. 

Bee  Pabtixs,  2.  3. 

See  WiLb,  6.  7.  8.  9. 

Bee  iRRBLBYAjrT  Aim  RBDVirnAn 

Mattbb,  1.  2.  3. 
See  Oaitbb  of  Aotiob,  3.  4.  5.  7. 
Bee  Slandbb,  8.  4. 
See  Boirns,  1. 
Bee  Bills  of  Bzchabgb  ahd  Pbo- 

mSflOBY  NOTBS,  11. 


CONSIDERATION. 
See  M0BTftA«E  of  Pbbsohal  Pbo- 

PBRTT,  1.  2.  3. 

See  BiLLi  of  BxcfiANQi  abd  Pro- 

KIBSOBT  NOTBS,  9. 

See  UsuBT. 

Bee  Mabribd  Womxb,  12. 

Bee  GovPLAiiiT,  11. 

CONSiaNBB. 

1.  Tl^e  earner  of  a  boat-load  of  wheat 
loste  or  ooBTcrted  a  portion  of  it,  and 
dii^hnjged  the  residue  toto  a  barge 


pioTided  byantotarmediateec  i 

for  transporting  it  to  its  ultimi  ! 

tination.    The  toterkedUte  eo  i 

refused  to  pay  freight  for  the  q  i 

delivered,   unless   the  earriei  \ 

allow  and  dednot   the  value  I 

wheat  lost.    Held,  that  no  <  i 

to  pay  the  Areight  was  to  be  : 
under  theee  circumstances,  « 

an  action  therefor  would  not  lie  i 

the  intermediate  consignee.  I 
agt.  Patti»o%,  UN.T,  JR.,  31 

2.  An  intermediate  consignee  is,  i  ' 
of  that  character,  anthorisod  t<  i 
and  receive  damages  from  a  losi  i 
of  the  property.    (Id.) 

3.  The  rights  and  duties  of  toter 
consignees  discussed,  par  Ali  i 
(W.) 

Bee  Bill  of  Ladibo,  1.  2. 2 


OONSTABLB'B  BOND. 

1.  In  an  action  on  a  const dhU'i  1  ] 
the  city  of  New  York,  the  pla  t 
irregHar  to  enter  up  a  ganera 
mont  for  the  sum  mentioned 
oomplatot,  where  the  defc  i 
answer  has  been  adjudged  fr  i 
(Mayor,  ^c,  of  New  York  agt.  I 
ante,  280.) 

2.  He  should  enter  up  judgment  I 
penaUy  qf  the  bond,  and  the  i 
this  court,  under  the  act  of  1  • 
an  order  directing  so  much  m  * 
be  levied  upon  the  judgment  t 
be  sufficient  to  pay  the  plaii 
debt  or  damages  recovered,  wit  i 
ild.) 

3.  If  the  defendants  ajppsfll  to  the; 
term,  from  such  an  irregular  jnc  | 
they  waive  the  irregularity; 
judgment  is  given  against  then 
appeal,  they  cannot  afterwanii 
to  have  the  judgment  set  aside 
irregularity,    (id.) 

4.  An  error  in  the  mode  of  enteri : 
judgment  cannot  be  reviewed  on  i 

6.  But  the  defendants,  havtog  1 
right  to  move,  upon  the  gro 
irregularity,  to  set  aside  the  jud. 
cannot  complain  of  an  order 
court  directing  that  the  jndgit 
entered' up  properly i  that  oth( 
ors,  if  any  there  should  be,  ;i 
enabled  to  have  the  amounts  rei 
by  them  levied  under  this  judgi 
the  way  in  which  the  statute  pi 
(W.) 
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OONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  Th9  fourth  9ecti4m  of  the  aot  pMaed 
in  April,  1860,  (Sen,  Lawt,  1860,  p. 
772,5  to  faoilltate  the  Uking  of  lands 
and  hailding  gate-hoosei,  so.  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  and  whieh  provides 
for  an  arbitration,  and  dlreota  that  it 
■hall  be  held  for  the  purpose  of  ad- 
justing and  determining  the  dam- 
ages whieh  the  contraetors,  to  whom 
the  gate -houses  were  awarded,  might 
be  equiiably  entitled  to  recover  of  the 
city  of  N9w  York,  and  if  an  award  is 
made  in  their  favor,  directs  the  comp- 
troller to  pay  the  same,  is  uneoMtitu- 
tional,  (People  ex  rel,  Baldwin  agt. 
HaiM,  ante,  148.) 

2.  When  the  law  compels  a  party  to 
arbitrate  upon  a  claim,  which  properly 
should  be  the  subject  of  an  action, 
without  his  assent,  such  law  deprives 
him  of  the  right  which  is  secured  by 
the  constitution,  of  a  tnal  according  to 
the  oourw  of  the  common  law.    (Id,) 

8.  If  this  section  was  not  unconstitu- 
tional, the  provision,  that  if  such  re- 
port (of  arbitrators)  should  be  in  favor 
of  the  party  claiming  such  damages, 
such  party  should  recover  the  same, 
Ac,  would  give  a  remedy  by  action 
on  the  award,  which  would  preclude  a 
remedy  by  tnandamue,    (i»>) 

4«  The  provision  of  the  United  States 
Internal  Revenue  Act,  of  July  1, 1862, 
requiring  a  stamp  upon  every  »um- 
mone  or  original  proceedings,  issued 
by  state  courts,  is  illegal  and  uncon- 
stitutional, (  Walton  agt.  Bryenth, 
ante,  357.) 

6.  The  first  article,  §  6  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, whieh  says,  <<no  person  shall  be 
compelled,  in  any  criminal  case,  to  be  a 
witness  against  himself,*'  does  not  pro- 
teot  a  witness,  in  a  criminal  proeeoa- 
tion  against  another,  from  being  com- 
pelled to  give  testimony  which  dis-. 
graces  him  or  tends  to  oonvict  of  a 
crime,  if  he  has  been  protected  by 
statute  against  the  use  of  his  testimony 
on  a  trial  against  himself.  (People 
ex  rel,  BaeMey  agt.  Kelly,  ante,  369, 
and  24  i^.  Y.  A.,  74.) 

6.  The  <'  act  to  facilitate  the  closing  up 
of  insolvent  and  dissolved  mutual  in- 
surance companies,''  passed  April  21, 
1862,  is  not  unconstitutional,  as  im- 
pairing the  right  of  trial  by  jury. 
A  compulsory  reference,  therefore, 
may  be  ordered  in  these  oases.  (Sands 
a|t.   TiUinghast  ^  OHffiths,  ante, 


T: 


7.  The  tolls  impoaed,  at  the  time  of  the 
adoption  of  the  oonstitntion  of  1846, 
on  freight  carried  on  raUroada,  wen 
not,  wi&in  the  meaning  of  that  instru- 
ment, part  of  the  revenues  of  the  state 
canals,  though  payable  to  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  canal  fond.    (People 

N.  Y,  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  U 
y.  «.,  486.) 

8.  The  act  (ch,  497  of  1851),  repealing 
the  laws  imposing  suoh  tolls  is,  there- 
fore, consistent  with  article  7  of  the 
oonstitntion,  which  irrevocably  pledges 
the  revenues  df  the  oanals  to  the  pay- 
ment of  certain  debts«  and  to  their 
oompletion ;  and  the  act  is  valid.  (Id.) 

9.  The  acts  of  April  19, 1859,  and  Mareh 
3,  1860,  authorising  an  assessment  by 
the  city  of  Brooklyn  for  the  purpose  oif 
compensating  the  Long  Island  Railroad 
compay  for  the  relinquishment  of  its 
rights  to  use  steam  power  within  said 
city,  &c.,  are  not  in  conflict  with  the 
16th  section  of  the  3d  article  of  the 
oonstitution ;  nor  are  they  in  oonfilct 
with  the  constitution,  on  the  ground 
that  they  authorise  the  Uking  of  pri- 
vate property  for  a  purpose  not  sanc- 
tioned by  the  constitution.  (PoopU 
ex  rel.  Crowell  agt.  Lawrence,  36 
Barb.,  177.) 

10.  The  act  of  April  13,  1861,  amending 
the  Revised  Statutes  in  regard  to  judg- 
ments in  actions  of  ejectment  does  not 
act  retrospectively,  so  as  to  apply  to 
judgments  rendered  prior  to  its  passage. 
Ketrospectire  laws,  which  do  not  im- 
pair the  obligation  of  contracts,  or 
affect  vested  rights,  or  partake  of  the 
character  of  ex  post  facto  laws,  are 
not  prohibited  bv  the  consUtution. 
(Bay  agt.  Qage,  36  Barb.,  447.) 

See  Crimikal  Law,  10.  11. 12. 13. 
14. 

See  AOBKEMBHT,  6. 


CONTEMPT. 

1.  Whereaoopyof  adeereeorjudgBMDt, 
for  the  payment  of  money,  is  served  on 
the  defendant  without  any  demand  for 
payment  being  made,  he  cannot  be  ooa- 
vioted  as  of  a  contempt  in  not  paying 
over  the  money;  there  must  beaiia- 
mand  and  refusal  to  authorise  pro- 
ceedings for  a  contempt.  (Gray  agt. 
Cook,  ante,  432.) 

2.  The  refusal  of  a  witne«  to  answer  a 
proper  ouestion  before  a  grand  jury  is 
punishable  as  a  oontempt  under  tlia 
sUtute  (2  R.  S.,  p.  584,  §  1,  j».  7S6> 
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$U),  M  eonmitted  in  a  . 

upon  Ml  isdiotmeiit.    (PMwfo  es  re. . 

Haeklff  »gt.  £i</y»  UN.  Y.  B.f  74.) 

8.  When  the  refusal  wai  reported  by  the 
grand  jai^  to  the  court  in  the  preaenee 
of  the  witneiSy  who  did  not  deny  hot 
joBtified  the  tame,  and  reiterated  the 
refoeal,  the  contempt  la  one  '<  In  the 
immediate  view  and  presence  of  the 
court,"  and  no  affidarit  or  further  eW- 
dence  is  requisite  to  a  commitment. 
(Id.) 

4.  The  appellate  court,  before  which  the 
propriety  of  a  commitment  for  con- 
tempt is  brought  btr  eertiorarif  or 
•yen  collaterally  on  kdbea$  cor^uf  is 
bound  to  disoharge  the  prisoner  where 
the  act  charged  as  criminal  is  neeeesa- 
rily  innooent  or  justifiable,  or  where  it 
is  the  mere  assertion  of  a  constitutional 
right.    (Id.) 

5.  The  adjudication  of  the  court  in  which 
the  alleged  contempt  occurred,  while 
•ondnsiTe  that  the  party  committed 
the  act  whereof  he  was  coniicted,  and 
of  its  character  when  that  might,  ac- 
cording to  the  circumstances,  be  meri- 
torious or  criminal,  cannot  establish  as 
a  contempt  that  which  the  law  entitled 

.     the  party  to  do.    (Id.) 

6.  To  punish  for  contempt  where  inter- 
rogatories have  been  administered  to 
the  party  accused,  the  moving  party 
may  read  affidavits  to  contradict  his 
answers.  In  order  to  bring  a  party 
into  contempt  for  disobedience  of  an 
order  of  the  court  which  has  been 
entered  with  the  clerk,  delivery  of  a 
copy  of  the  order,  showing  him  at  the 
same  time  a  copy  certified  by  the  clerk, 
is  a  sufliciont  service.  (Smith  agt. 
Smithy  14  Abh.,  130.) 

7.  To  bring  an  action  against  a  receiver, 
without  leave  of  the  court  which  ap- 
pointed him,  is  a  contempt;  and  the 
proceedings  in  such  an  Mtion  will  be 
stayed.  (Taylor  agt.  Baldvin,  14 
Abb.,  Ififi.) 

8.  On  an  older  to  show  cause  why  a  party 
should  not  be  punished  for  contempt,  a 
conviction  maybe  had  and  punishment 
imposed  upon  the  party,  without  issu- 
ing an  attachment  or  filing  interroga- 
tories against  him.    (Id.) 

See  WiTiTESSES,  2.  8.  4.  5.  6. 
Bee  JuDGMBKT,  2.  3. 


CONTRACT. 

1.  To  sustain  an  action  for  damages  for 
breach  of  a  contract  to  sell  kuidy  it 


must  Bipptitt  that  the  parties'  mln  : 
met  in  the  proposed  smc.  (Brittt  i 
agt.  PhiUipif  atUe,  111.) 

2.  Where  the  proposed  vendor  submits  i 
a  propodtion  to  sell  the  land  in  cont^ 
versy,  such  proposition  being  in  tl 
form  of  a  letter  addressed  from  a  bani 
ing  house  in  Wall  street,  to  the  pn 
posed  purchaser,  containing  at  the  do 
tom,  ''the above  proposition  is  ma( 
for  two  days;  after  that   subject 
negotiation,"  it  must  appear  on  tl 
part  of  the  proposed  vendee  who  brinj ; 
his  action  to  recover  damages  for  brea< ' 
of  such  alleged  contract,  that  he  accep 
ed  said  proposition  in  writing,  with  : 
the  time  specified,  and  brought  to  tl 
knowledge  of  the  proposed  vendor  su(  I 
acceptance.    (Id.) 

8.  A  mere  deposit  in  the  U.  S.  post-offii 
(postage  not  pre-paid)  of  a  letter  a< 
cepting  such  proposition,  addressed  > 
the  proposed  vendor^  is  insufficien; 

(Id.) 

4.  It  is  not  due  diligence  to  excuse  suil 
deposit  in  the  post-office,  to  prove  thii 
the  proposed  vendee  was  unable  to  fii  i 
the  proposed  vendor  within  the  timti 
where  it  also  appears  that  the  latt<i 
made  no  inquiries  for  the  former  at  tl 
banking  house  from  which  the  prop( 
sition  in  form  was  addressed.    (Jd,) 

b.  A  refsres^f  finding  on  questions  <i 
foci  is  conclusive;  the  court  will  n<i 
disturb  it  on  appeal ;  such  facts,  as  tl 
performance  of  a  contract ;  the  waivd 
of  that  performance ;  extension  of  tin 
for  its  performance;  and  the  value  an 
amount  of  defendant's  set-off.  (Col 
well  agt.  Lawrence,  ante,  324.) 

6.  The  claim  for  a  stipulated  sum  t 
liquidated  damages,  for  the  non-pei 
formance  of  a  contract,  cannot  be  en 
forced  under  the  law,  as  it  must  b 
construed  at  the  present  time,  wher 
the  contract  is  for  doing  a  piece  c 
work,  the  defect  in  the  completion  o 
which  might  be  a  very  trifling  mnttei 
which  a  very  little  expense  woul 
remedy,  and  consequently  a  very  sma' 
amount  of  damage  (compared  with  th 
stipulated  sum)  would  be  the  resuK 
(ll) 

7.  The  court  of  last  resort  will  probabl 
have  to,  sooner  or  later,  settle  definitel 
the  precise  question  whether,  whei 
parties  have  agreed,  in  any  case,  on 
sum  which  they  say  shall  be  liqui 
dated  damages,  they  should  or  m 
be  held  to  their  contract  as  they  mah 
it.    (Id.) 
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8.  To  avoid  a  oontiMi  oi  MMui  tho 
•took •Jobbing  aot,  (1  £.  J^,  p.  710, 
§  6,)  tho  bu^en  of  proof  U  upon  tho 
party  alleging  a  Tiolation.  SUbbint 
agt.  L$o\colf,  (8  Cuth.f  143,)  oror- 
mlod  on  ihifl  point.  (Dykert  agt. 
ToumtCful,  24  ^.  y.  H.,  57.) 

9.  In  an  action  by  the  yendor  of  stooki 
againat  a  Tondee  refasing  to  perform 
his  contraet  to  pnrohase,  it  was  a  de- 
fence that  the  vendor  did  not  own,  nor 
wan  authoriied  to  sell,  sufficient  stook 
to  fulfill  the  contract  in  suit  and  his 
previous  outstanding  contracts.  But 
evidence  falling  short  of  this,  as  mere- 
ly showing  eontracts  sufficient  to  ab- 
sorb all  the  stock  which  tho  plaintiff 
had  proved  himself  to  oim>  is  inad- 
missible.   (Id.) 

10.  A  oontraet  between  a  railroad  oorpo- 
ration  and  a  gratuitous  passenger  by 
which  the  former  is  exempted  from  lia- 
bility under  any  oiroumstanoes  of  the 
negligence  of  its  arents  for  any  injury 
to  tho  passenger,  is  not  against  law 
or  public  policy  and  Is  valid.  (  W9Us 
agt*  N.  Y.  Ctntrml  R.  R.  Co.,  24 
N.  Y  JB.,  181.) 

11.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  negli- 
gence of  the  agents  be  slight  or  gross. 
The  supposed  ^Ustinction  between  diffe- 
rent degrees  of  negligence,  in  respect 
to  the  liability  of  oomrnon  carriers, 
discarded  as  illusory  and  impraotieable. 
(Id.) 

12.  A  railroad  oorporation  cannot,  by 
eontrMt,  exempt  itself  from  liability 
to  a  passenger  for  damage  resulting 
from  its  own  willful   misconduct   or 

'  recklessness  which  is  equivalent  there- 
to. (PTkine  agt.  N.  Y.  Central  R. 
R.  Co.,  24  N.  Y.  R.,  196.) 

13.  But  in  respect  to  a  gratuitous  pas- 
senger it  may  oontraot  for  exemption 
from  liability  for  any  degree  of  negli- 
ffonee  in  its  servants,  outer  than  the 
board  of  direotors  or  managers  who 
represent  the  oorporation  itself,  for  all 
general  purposes.    (Id.) 

14.  Whether  tho  oorporation  is  liable  to 
a  free  passenger,  so  oontraeting,  for 
negligenoe  in  the  oonstmotion  of  the 
road,  as  upon  an  Implied  gnanaty  of 
its  seenrity,  when  the  miseondnot  nom 
which  the  injury  resulted  was  that  of 
a  trackmaster,  who  knowinglv  nsed 
rotten  material  in  building  a  bridge, 
there  being  no  evidence  that  it  was 
known  to  the  superior  managing  offi- 
•ers.     QuBrt.    (Id.) 


16»  n  MMU  tkat  Hm  mrmt  «r  «allle, 
transported  for  hire  oft  %  nUTtsid,  and 
who  goes  along  in  eharg*  of  tkam,  un- 
der a  oontraot  that  .<<  tho  ponons  riding 
free  to  take  charge  of  the  atoek  do  to 
at  their  own  risk  of  peraonal  injuy 
from  whatever  cause,** la  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  gratuitous  pasoenger.  Per 
WBXOHT,  Dkkio,  and  Datibs,  JJ. 
(Smith  agt.  if.  Y.  Ceutral  R.  JB. 
Co.,  24^  r.  Jl.,222.) 

16.  Whether,  as  to  one  who>  in  the  nao- 
ner  stated,  gives  some  oonsideiatiQn 
for  being  carried,  a  oontraet  is  valid 
which  aims  to  exempt  the  carrier  f^m 
liability  for  damages  reaalUng  from  the 
negligenoe  of  his  servants.     Qu€r§. 

17.  The  owner  of  oatUe  tiaTilIng  in 
charge  of  them,  under  aneh  a  coatTaet, 
and  paying  no  independent  oonsldeia- 
tion  tot  w  oonveyanoo  of  hiBself, 
was  injured  by  tho  groaa  nogligense  of 
an  agent  of  the  carrier  in  nring  an  m- 
fit  and  dangerous  car.  The  carrier  «as 
held  liable  by  a  divided  oonrt,fonrof 
the  judges  going  on  tho  ground  that 
the  oontraot  for  exemption  from  lia- 
bility was  void,  as  agahiat  pnblis  peli- 
ey ;  and  the  fifth,  that  the  nef^igense, 
as  it  respected  the  maohineiy  of  tnu - 
portationy  is  imputablo  to  the  eamsr 
himself.    (Id.) 

18.  A  writing  in  this  form,  **  F.  bought 
of  W.  one  horse,  $1 50.  Received  pay- 
ment. W.,"  given  upom  the  purebate 
of  and  payment  for  the  horse,  is  a  nere 
receipt,  and  not  a  contract  or  bill  of 
sale,  80  as  to  exclude  parol  evidence  of 
a  warranty  of  soundness  of  the  horM 
by  the  vendor.  (FUkin9  agt.  Wkn- 
lafid,UN.  F.it.,  338.) 

19.  A  contract  fbr  the  pnblleation  of  ad 
advertisement  in  a  newspaper  to  b. 
issued  and  sold  on  Sunday,  is  voids 
(SmUh  agt.  WiUox,  24  y.  F.  £.,  355.) 

20.  The  rule  as  to  oontnoto  is  that  the 
Ux  loci  contractus  govons,  as  to  tlie 
nature,  validity,  oonstmotion  and  effeet 
of  the  oontraot,  and  the  Us  fori  is  to 
the  remedy.  (Qomo  agt.  Frmnkj  » 
Barb.,  320.) 

21.  Where  a  sealed  oontraet  has  bssn 
entered  Into  between  an  employer  and 
a  laborer,  by  which  the  latter  ii  to 
serve  the  former  in  a  specified  boti- 
ness  for  a  term  of  years,  at  a  fixed  vm 
yearly,  and  the  laborer  cives  a  bead 
with  sureties  for  the  faithful  perfoim- 
anoe  of  the  contract,  and  the  aBPf3*f 
subseqaontly  f oms  a  parinenUp  inlh 
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tbitd  penoai,  and  the  labour,  by  a 
TerbalagreeniMit  between  him  and  the 
firm,  for  a  different  compeniatioQ, 
agrees  to  serve  the  Arm,  and  in  parsn- 
aiiee  thereof  doea  serve  the  firm  for 
nearly  twe  years,  the  sealed  contrast 
and  bond  are  thereby  abandonedy  and 
no  ootion  will  lie  thereon  for  an  alleged 
br«»eAh>  after  th*  servioe  ander  the  ver- 
bal agreement.  ( Jagiey  agt.  Clark, 
7  B0VW.9  940 
2S.  Where  a  defendant  oontraets  to  make 
and  deliver  from  time  to  time,  as  re- 
qniredy  six  engines,  and  he  delivers 
only  two,  asMl  on  reqaeet  to  deliver 
another  refuses,  withoat  cause,  the 
contract  may  be  treated  as  reeoinded, 
and  any  moneys  advanced  to  him,  over 
and  above  the  worth  ( r  contract  price 
of  the  two  delivered,  may  be  recovered 
baels.    {FroBt  agt.  Smith,  7  itosw., 

S8.  In  an  action  brought  against  M.  k 
R.  to  recover  of  them,  as  joint  con- 
tractors with  the  plaintiff,  the  value 
of  materials  famished  and  woric  done 
by  him  in  erecting  a  building,  where  it 
appears  that  the  work  was  done  and 
materials  famished  under  a  written 
oontraet  to  which  the  plaintiff  and  M. 
were  alone  parties,  R.  cannot  be  held 
liable,  even  if  the  building  was  ereot- 
ed  on  Ills  land ;  and  he  performed  acts 
of  supervision  and  indorsed  M.'s  notes 
for  the  purpose  of  making  payments  on 
account.  (Alger  agt.  Raytnond,  7 
JBotw,,  418.) 

Sea  Sfkcivic  Psbvobvahos,!.  2.  S. 
See  Arbsst,  5.  6. 
See  UacBT,  4.  9. 

Bee  GoxMOK  G^BBiBBa,  1. 2. 8. 4.  ft. 
See  Statvtb  of  Fbauss,  1.  2.  t. 
Sea  AnoRBBYy  1.  2.  S.  4.  6. 
See  Pabtkbrb  Ain>  Pabtiibb8HIP8, 
«.  7.  8. 

See  GUABAKTT,  1. 

*        Sea  Statutjm,  1» 

•BeeVBvnoB  Aim  Ybvoxb. 

Bee  Railboao  OovPAiriBi,  29.  27. 

28.  29. 
Ilea  WiLi»,  8fi.  • 

See  MoBTOAtfB  Fobbclosvxb,  9. 
See  Ikbubaikib  GiO]iPABXxa»  0«  7. 


CONVERSION. 

1.  In  aa  action,  mider  the  Oode,  for 
damages  for  the  ooovenion  of  a  billiard 
table,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  reoorer 


upon  proof  of  the  detention  of  ( 

tables,  assumed  to  be  of  equal  t  i 

to  $ome  one  of  which  the  plaintif  ] 

title,  though  the  particular  one  h  i 

no  manner   been  designated,  e:  1 

upon  the  notion  that  the  defei  1 
must  have  taken  some  three  of 

before  removing  the  fourth,  and  : 

selected  those  three  ae his  own.   (C  1 
agt.  OriffUh,  24  i^.  F.  B.,  595.; 

See  Attachmbht,  8. 


COPY-RiaHT. 

1.  Where  an  aotion  for  the  infHnfc:  1 

of  a  eopy-right  of  a  publieation  1 

brought  by  the  MStgMM  thereof,  1 
an  issue  of  ownership  was  raise 

the  trial,  upon  whish  the  author  k 
assignor  aa  a  witness  teatifled  ths 

the  agreement  prodnoed,  '<  the  ix  1 
tion  #as  to  convey  deponent's  v 

interest  in  the  copy-right  of  the  w  1 

I  supposed  the  book  to  belong  U  1 

assignees,  as  soon  as  made,  inelc  i 
all  that  was  in  it.''    MM,  that 

testimony  ettopped  the  legal  repn  1 

tatires  of  the  author  from  sabsequ<  t 

claiming  that  the  agreement  wai  i 

tended  to  be  confined  to  the Jlriiy  i 

tiM  years*  limitation  of  the  c  \ 

right,  under  which  it  was  made,  e  ; 

cially  as  the  testimony  was  given  t  ' 

the  ezpiratien  of  such  limitation  1 

portion  of  the  work.    (Coi0#fi  j 
Bankf,  ante,  72.) 


COEPORATIOKS. 

1.  In  an  aotion  bv  a  plaintiff,  with  w 
the  defendajat  baa  oontraoted  aa  b  ! 
a  corporate  body,  the  plaintiff  ea  1 
be  required  to  prove  tne  fact  of  1 
incorporation,  merely  because  the  1 
fendant  statea  in  hia  answar  that  <  ' 
is  informed  and  belieyea>'  the  plai  i 
!•  not  a  eorporatioii.  (JBosf  R  1 
Mamk  agt.  Bogere,  7  Boew.,  498. 1 

2.  In  an  aotion  by  a  ereditor  of  a  eo!  | 
ration  to  reoover  the.  unonnt  of 
debt  fxqm  a  stockholder  under  a  sta  i 
provision  making  itookholden  jol  1 
and  severally  liable  in  case  of  a  1 
fleleMy  in  the  cash  capital,  tt  i»a  1 1 
defana  te  the  aotion  thatioeh  ored  i 
himself,  at  the  timh  af  aequifing 
demand  against  the  eoiparation,  w  1 
stockholder  therriB.  (H^oHagt.!! 
g»4M,14Adh.,  879.) 

See    MAxur  ACTUBXMa    Gobpo  i 

TIONS. 
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See  AflBBSifBNT,  7. 
SeeMnxiciPAL  ConpOBATioifs. 
.Bee  RsLiaious  Cobpobatiokb. 
See  Iksurancb  Compavibs. 
See  BANKiNe  Oobpobatiovs. 

See  f  OBBIQH   GOBPOBATIOBB. 

COSTS. 

1.  Wliere,  In  an  aotion  for  the  reoovery 
of  money,  the  plaintiff  enters  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  for  the 
amoant  (over  $60)  which  the  defend- 
ant offered  that  plaintiff  might  take 
judgment,  and  the  parties  go  to  trial 
for  the  balanee  of  the  plaintiff's  elaim, 
and  the  rerdict  of  the  jury  ii  for  the 
plaintiff,  but  for  a  sum  less  than  $50, 
the  plaintiff  If  nerertheless  entitled  to 
eottt .    (Hoe  agt .  Sanborn,  anfe,  26 .) 

9.  Beeause,  the  judgment  roll,  (and 
there  should  be  but  one,)  if  properly 
made  up,  containing  the  irhole  history 
of  the  ease,  including  the  rerdict  of 
the  jury,  shows  that  the  plaintiff  re- 
ooTered  over  $50,  and  an  amount 
greater  than  the  sum  mentioned  in  the 
offer  of  judgment  serred  by  the  defend- 
ant.   {Id,) 

8.  No  term  fees  ($10)  can  be  allowed  in 
a  cause  in  the  court  of  appeals,  befifre 
the  return  i$  filed,  (Reformed  Pro- 
testant Dutch  Church  agt.  Brown, 
ante,  89.) 

4.  Where  the  rerdict  of  a  jury  is  set 
aside  and  a  new  trial  rranted  on  pay- 
ment qf  the  eoete  qf  the  former  trial, 
the  Item  of  ten  dollars,  for  proceedinn 
eubeequent  to  notice  andbefore  trial. 


is  allowable  under  the  order, 
agt.  Rice,  ante,  228.) 


(KeU 


6.  The  supreme  court  has  no  power, 
^ther  at  special  term  or  on  appeal  at 
general  ^rm,  to  allow  extra  costs 
TCode,  §  309,)  on  the  trial  of  %  feigned 
issue,  inade  up  to  try  the  questions  of 
the  validity  or  execution  qf  will, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Rerised 
SUtutes.  (Burritt  agt.  SiUiman, 
ante,  837.) 

6.  A  new  trial  of  such  issue  might  be 
sraated  by  the  supreme  court;  but  no 
aisorationary  power  exists  in  the  court 
to  award  extra  costs,  or  in  fact  any 
costs  at  aUtvt  making  up  such  i«ue 
and  its  trial.  Cases  of  this  kind  are 
not  affected  by  the  Code,  they  are 
goremed  by  a  special  statntoiy  prori- 


7.  Where  the  jury,  on  oonflieting  cri- 
dence  in  a  juitice's  court,  found  that 
the  defendant  (an  attorney  at  law,) 
put  in  an  answer  for  the  plaintiff  in  an 
action  for  strict  foreclosure,  without 
authority  from  the  plaintiff.  (  O^Hara 
agt.  Brophy,  ant;  379.) 

8.  Held,  that  there  being  eridenee  to 
sustain  the  finding  of  the  jury,  and  the 
eridenee  egainst  it  not  so  preponderant 
as  to  oreate  the  conrietion  that  it  nnui 
hare  proceeded  from  passion,  prejudice, 
corruption  or  palpable  mistake,  the 
rerdict  must  be  sustained.     (Id,) 

9.  Where  an  application  for  an  extra 
allowance  of  costs  under  §  S09  of  the 
Code,  has  been  made  after  trial,  and 
denied,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
a  difficult  and  extraordinaiy  ease;  and 
after  a  second  trial  a  like  application' 
is  made,  the  first  order  denyinc  the 
application  is  no  bar  to  the  second  ap* 
plication,  where  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances on  the  second  trial  are  matsri- 
ally  different  from  thoee  on  the  flist 
trial.    (F\ix  agt.  Fox,  ante,  885.) 

10.  Where  a  case  haa  been  litigated  on 
the  trial  on  both  sides,  with  nnusual 
pertinacity,  by  distinguished  counsel, 
and  occupying  an  unusually  long  period, 
without  appealing  to  hare  been  un- 
necessarily protTMted — the  examina- 
tion of  a  large  number  of  witnesses,  and 
difficult  questions  of  law  and  eridenee 
raised  and  discussed,  and  the  rceorery 
of  a  large  amount  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant, it  comes  within  the  plain 
meaning  and  intent  of  §  809  of  the 
Code,  in  being  both  difficult  and  ex- 
traordinary,  and  an  extra  allowanee 
wiU  be  granted.    (Id.) 

11.  Where  a  claim  against  sxacmtors  cr 
administrators  is  referred  under  the 
Rerised  Statutes,  and  the  report  of  the 
referees^is  adrerse  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
in  faror  of  the  defendants,  (executors 
or  administrators,)  they  are  entitled 
to  costs  against  the  plaintiff,  as  in  an 
action  ufaer  the  Code.  (RadUy  agt. 
Fisher,  ante,  404.) 

12.  The  amount  of  such  costs  ai«  those 
giren  by  the  Code  in  an  action  between 
party  and  party,  prosecuted  and  do- 
fended  in  accordance  with  the  proridons 
of  the  Code.  The  prorision  of  the 
Rerised  Statutes,  authorising  the  court 
to  adjudge  costs  as  in  actions  against 
executors,  is  in  futt  force.    (Ul) 

18.  Upon  an  application  for  judgment  on 
account  of  the  frirolouniMB  of  t^ 
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plflttding  under  §  S47  of  the  Code,  the 
weight  of  aathority  is  agunet  ftUowiog 
a  trial  fee  of  $15.  Costa  of  a  motion, 
$10,  only  can  be  allowed.  (Bell  agt. 
Ifoahf  ante,  478.) 

14.  By  the  '<act  tofaoilitate  the  elosing 
np  of  insolvent  and  diasolTed  mntaiJ 
iniaranoe  eompanies,"  passed  April 
21,  1862,  it  was  intended  to  limit  the 
r-ost*,  betides  dielntreemetUg,  to 
twenty  dollars,  in  all  oaaes  where  ao- 
tions  had  been  eonuneneed,  and  had 
not  proceeded  to  judgmeiU,  whether 
they  should  be  referred  under  the  fifth 
seotioo  to  a  referee,  or  the  issues  joined 
should  be  tried  by  the  court  or  a  juiy. 
{Bangs  agt.  Barto,  an$e,  487.) 

16.  Reasonable  oounsel  feet  Incurred  in 
the  defence  of  a  suit  to  restrain  the 
payment  of  an  award,  are  reooTerable 
upon  a  bona  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment of  all  costs  and  damages  arising 
from  the  obligor's  obtaining  an  injunc- 
tion or  from  his  contesting  the  nayment. 
{Corcoran  agt.  Judson,  24  A.  Y,  R., 
106.) 

16.  Where  a  rerdiot  is  set  aside  as  con- 
contrary  to  CTidence,  and  the  charge 
of  the  court*  the  costs  of  the  former 
trial  will  be  ordered  to  be  costs  in  the 
cause  and  to  abide  the  event.  {Rob- 
bins  agt.  Hudson  RUfer  R,  R.  Co,, 
7  Bosw.,  1.) 

17.  In  a  suit  against  several  defendants, 
where  they  in  good  faith  and  for  a  suf- 
ficient cause  appear  and  defend  by 
different  attorneys,  and  succeed  in  the 
action,  each  attorney  is  entitled  to  a 
fuU  bill  of  costs.  (Bridgeport  Fire 
and  Marins  Insurance  Company  agt. 
Wilson,  7  Bosw.y  699.) 

18.  The  cases  in  which  allowances  are 
provided  for  in  section  808  of  the 
Code  are  excluded  from  the  operation 
of  section  309  of  the  Code.  {Hotal- 
ing  agt.  Marsh,  14  Abb,,  161.) 

19.  The  power  of  the  court  to  grant 
oounsel  fees  out  of  a  common  fund  be- 
longing to  the  parties  to  the  action,  as 
a  part  of  the  relief  which  should  be 
given  on  the  final  dispoeition  of  an 
equity  eause,  is  not  affected  by  the 
Code.    {Id,) 

20.  The  fees  of  a  stenographer,  whose 
serrices  are  directed  by  the  court  under 
section  256  of  the  Code,  cannot  be  taxed 
as  oosts  in  the  cause.  {Oilman  agt. 
Ol£ver,  14  Abb,,  174.) 

21.  Is  an  action'  to  obtain  the  delivery  8.  If  the  spurious  artide  had  not 
of  jwnonal  proper^  where  the  plain-      seml^lanee  strong  anough  to  df 


tiff  has  a  verdict  for  the  retu 
portion  of  the  property,  asse 
$200  in  value,  and  the  defendi 
a  verdict  for  the  residue,  each  ] 
entitled  to  costs  against  the 
{Porter  agt.  WittS,  14  Abb,, 

22.  Several  defendants  not  uni 
interest  and  making  separate  d 
by  separate  answers,  who  obtaii 
ment  in  their  favor,  it  is  in  the 
tion  of  the  court  to  restrict  the  c 
ants  to  one  bill  of  costs,  or  to  s 
certain  of  the  defendants  costs  i 
ing  to  the  circumstances  of  thi 
{Harper  agt.  Chamberlain,  14 
408.) 

See  AnourST,  1.  2.  8.  4.  5. 
See  Nbw  Trial,  9. 11.  12. 
See  MumoiPAL  Cobpobatio] 
See  AnvnnirT,  1. 

COUNTER-CLAIM. 

1.  The  indebtedness  of  the  plain 
an  i^on  against  the  defendant 
guaranty  for  the  debt  of  anotl; 
the  defendant's  principal,  in 
equal  to  or  greater  than  the  sun 
ed,  cannot  be  set-off  or  availed 
counter-claim  byench  gnarantc 
principal  not  alleged  to  be  insc 
(East  River  Bank  agt.  Rog* 
Bosw,,  493.) 

2.  Where  facts  constituting  a  de 
not  a  cause  of  action,  are  averred 
answer  as  a  set-off  or  counter-* 
the  answer  cannot  be  demnned 
that  cause.  {Wait  agt.  Fergus^ 
A&5.,  379.) 

See  Answbb,  2.  8.  4.  6.  6. 
See  Sbt-ovf,  1.  2. 


COTJNTBR]rBITIN&. 

1.  In  order  to  make  counterfeiti 
offence  within  the  act  of  congress, 
qf  1825,  ch,  65,  sec.  20,)  it  is  n< 
oessary  for  the  prosecution  to  shoi 
the  prisoner  made  the  base  in 
resemblance  of  the  true  coin,  {t 
States  agt.  Aylward,  ante,  142 

2.  The  words  <<  similitude"  and 
semblance,"  as  used  in  that  sti 
must  be  construed  to  mean,  not  a 
act  copy,  but  such  a  one  as  nugl; 
ceive  an  ordinary,  observer.    {Id. 


148 


mW  TWK  VKMOTim  Biposn. 


IHgMC. 


COUNTY  COURT. 

t,  TfeM  )mriiAlBtlo«  giTra  to  ttie  «cmiily 
Miiit#  for  the  ouftodj  of  iMbitiial 
drankwrds  {Cod$,  §  S9,  t«^.  8)  iff  g/m^ 
«raly  DOtUmitod  to  those  having  oa- 
tftt«tf  le*   thra   fS»0.    (Da^lt  agt. 

S.  The  referesoe  in  lubdiTtsioB  eleven  of 
the  Mine  seetixm  to  the  powen  of  the 
old  eourts  of  oommon  pleM  in  this  mat- 
ter, doei  not  limit  the  effeet  of  subdi- 
Tiiiov  eight,  hot  wtft  kKeaded  te  oon- 
tinae  in  the  oonnty  eonrt  ones  then 
pending  in  the  oommon  pleat.    {Id.) 

Bee  8UPPLBKBNtA»V  pBOCBB^wes, 

1.8. 
See  JuEiSDiCTioir,  S. 


OOVBNANtft. 

1,  The  aeeepianee  of  a  r€new0l  Uase, 
»nder  an  original  leaM  of  premieec, 
■atiafiee  only  the  tovm^ant  to  renaio; 
it  doee  not  satitfy  any  of  the  other  ooy- 
eoaate  in  the  original  )e«e.  {Lard 
agt.  Vvtlaiidy  aiU$,  SU.) 

f  .  Where  an  ^saentor  reeeivef  property 
in  hii  own  right  ai  a  gift,  ftom  the 
teetatar,  ii  imrelTee  the  fame  eqnHable 
liability  to  satwf y  the  damagee  arklng 
flam  the  breach  of  ooTenante  in  a  leaee 
given  by  the  testator,  m  whan  held  by 
the  teelater.    {Id.) 

See  DxBD,  9. 


CRBDITDR'S  SUIT. 

1.  Each  member  of  a  copartnerekip 
hM  a  right  te  <li|]Me  of  hii  idtereet  in 
the  partnership  property,  in  good  faith, 
iai  for  4  v*.Ua  oonaderation,  unless 
sott^  creditor  has  aoqnired  a  Ue»  there- 
oa.  Add  the  right  df  the  oteditor  is 
inbordinate  to  this  power  of  the  part- 
ndr  t6  dispose  df  the  property  wUU  U 
ii  eubjecied  to  tU  eredUor*s  lien. 
(iHeid  agt.  JTttfU,  dtUe,  468.) 

S.  Where  one  partner  fhns  transfers  his 
interest  in  the  partnership  assets  to  his 
tfopurtner,  the  property  so  transferred 
Anntft  be  reaohed  by  exeoution  on  a 
judgment  reoovered  against  the  firm, 
wheiv  the  UMor  hao  not  bee*  •er- 
mt^mfOOfiHdwUhfroeeo:    {A.) 


5.  The  nnedy  at  toir  hasaot  been  ex-. 
hausted  ae  against  the  partaar  aoi 
served  with  proeess,  and  of  eoana  a 
€reditor*9  ouii  against  the  defondaats 
eannot  be  maintained.  {Tkie  ajirmo 
the  decieion  S.  C.  ai  special  term, 
32  JBTow.,  339.)    (M.) 

4.  It  is  heU  in  the  first  jodieial  distriat 
that  it  is  not  neeessaiy  to  wait  sixty 
days — the  return  day  of  an  exeeatioa— 
before  eommenoing  equitable  proeeed- 
ings  on  a  judgment  at  law,  if  the  exe- 
oution has  aotually  been  zbtumed  be- 
fore the  sixty  days  have  expired. 
(  There  are  adverse  decisums  m»  other 
distriets.)    {Id.) 

6.  A  plaintiff  oaanot  maintain  aa  eqal- 
table  aotion  in  his  own  name  agunst 
any  debtor  of  the  defendants  in  aa  o^- 
tacJiment  suit,  to  eolleet  and  reoeiva 
the  debts,  eredits  and  effeotsof  saeh 
defendants  alleged  to  be  in  the  possss 
sion  of  their  debtor,  without  oomplj- 
ing  with  the  provisions  of  §  338  of  tha 
Code,  wliieh  requires  an  undertaking, 
he.  to  be  given  by^e  plainfeiif  to  the 
sheriff}  who  has  levied  the  attaehment. 
(Skininr  Agt.  Stuart,  ante,  489.) 

0.  And  where  there  Is  nothing  stated  in 
the  eomplaint  to  show  fraud  or  eolla- 
dkon,  or  oomblnation  obatrueting  the 
Ordinary  proeessas  of  the  law,  ema  that 
the  lien  of  the  attaehment  eannot  ha 
enforced  without  the  intervention  of 
the  court.  In  the  exercise  of  its  equi- 
table powers,  such  an  action  eannot  be 
maintained  by  the  plaintiff,  even  by 
the  oomplianee  with  the  provisions  ok 
§338  of  the  Code.    {U.) 

7«  A  ereditor  in  good  faith  of  a  mam- 
faoturing  eorporation  iriifeb  wae  ofgan- 
ised,  and  its  business  eonduotedy  for 
the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  ereditoa 
of  its  president,  has  no  priority  of 
claim  to  property  in  the  poesessioB  of 
such  oorporation  over  a  oreditor  of  the 

5 resident.     {Booth  agt.  Bunee,   34 
r.  Jr.  A»,  a93.) 

8.  The  purchaser  of  goods  of  the  eorpa- 
ration  under  exeeutfon  against  its  pre- 
sident, for  his  private  debt,  gets  a 
good  title  as  against  a  subsequent  a3:- 
eoution  agidnst  the  eorporation.  {Id.) 

9.  An  aotion  by  one  jud^ent  ereditoc 
against  another,  wul  not  lie  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  question  as 
to  the  priority  of  their  reepeetiva  Uaaa 
upon  the  equitable  property  of  the 
judgment  debtor  in  the  ha&da  of  a  re- 

{Mfride    H^    '^  "        ^ 
l&.) 
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,10.  TIm  oommMoeoiMit  of  an  equUtble 
•MtioD  by  tlM  aenrloe  of  a  MinnioM  «nd 
iiij*iietion>  ocMttef  •  He  yendens  and  a 
lien  ID  tlM  naiiiro  of  an  afttftehnent  or 
«  tftetate  AXoo«tMni>  upon  tho  equita- 
ble property  of  the  defendant.  But 
the  plain  tiff  is  boand  to  proseente  lus 
action  diligently,  if  he  would  retain 
hiB  lien;  or  It  will  eease  like  that  of  a 
dijrmant  execntion.  A  delay  of  eight 
years  in  the  proseoation  of  snoh  an 
aetion,  after  oommenoement  will  be 
deemed  a  waiver  of  hie  right  of  lien  as 
against  a  nboequont  ore^tor  who  has 
reached  a  fand  of  the  jadgaient  debtor 
toffioiflnt  towtisfy  his  claim.    (Id.) 

.11.  In  a  creditor'e  action  minata  jodg- 
nent  debtor  and  his  debtor,  to  reach 
securities  held  by  the  latter>  the  plain- 
tiff is  in  no  better  position  than  the 
jodgment  debtor's  aaiignee.  A  Judg- 
ment eiedUtor  oannot  impeach  a  velMse 
by  the  debtor 'of  a  mere  eontingent  ob- 
ligation. (McOau  .%gt.  KHUHiek,  U 
Abb.,  14J,) 

See  Railsoad  Coxpjlnubb,  23.  M. 
25. 

See  AssioivMBVT  for  thi  Bbhsfit 

OW  CBflDITOBB,  IS. 


CBIMCNAL  LAW. 

1.  Where,  on  an  fadietment  for  mi9d$- 
flseiMior,  it  appears  that  the  offence 
consists  of  « tertes  ofaeU,  and  a  part 

•  of  tbosevleeifl  a  complete  misdemeanor, 
there  can  be  no  merger  in  a  felony, 
«Qd  the  QOBvietion  for  a  misdemeanor 
will  be  fluatainedj  althongh  the  ayi- 
dence  may  show  the  oommission  of  an 
■4}t  of  feloi^.  (filkin  agt*  J^-twU, 
372.) 

X  But  where,  on  such  Indictment,  the 
act  which  is -the  gist  of  the  indictment 
is  a  BingU  aetj  and  the  evidence  shows 
the  oommi^ion  of  a/stony,  the  misde- 
meanor may  be  nemd  in  the  felony. 
(Id.) 

8«  On  an  indictment  for  keeping  a  dis- 
orderly house,  the  character  of  the 
house  cannot  be  .uroved  by  general 
reputation.  {People  agt.  Maueh,  276.) 

i(.  No  one  should  be  -convloted  of  any 
criminal  offence  .upon  mere  .rejpulatjUfn 
orxumois.    (Xi.) 

:5.  Where  va-indieimeni,  charging  burg- 
lary in  the  Jiret  degree^  complice  with 
all  the  requisitee  of  the  statute  in 
deierlblng  Ihe  offeiioe»  esoept  that  it 
oniti  to  ftsta  the  iMMtc  ^  m$nt*iUo 


tktpmmem^  (by  fonibly  bawtt^  or 

breaking  the  wall  or  outer  door»  win- 
doWf  Ac.,)  it  is  fatally  d^ectip^,  and 
the  defect  is  not  cured  by  verdkt. 
{PeqpU  agt.  Fellmger,  anU,  841.) 

«.  Where  the  allegations  in  the  lodiot- 
ment  charged  only  birgtary  in  the 
second  degree,  the  jury  have  no  right 

.  to  find  the  prieoner  guilty  of  burglary 
in  the  firalt  degree,  because  evidenot 
was  furnished  suffloient  for  that  pui- 
pose.     {id.) 

7.  Beeeme,  that  befovs  the  deoisiMi  of 
the  court  of  appeals  in  the  Peoples^* 
Hartung,  the  law  was  settled,  that  if 
nvro^  judgment  be  givvn  i^K^nst  • 
defendant,  which  is  levessed  onenory 
•the  oonrt  of  review. can  neithm"  gt««  a 
new  jud^MmUagainat  tkeprieoner^  nor 
mend  the  oaee  book  to  ihe  court  below 
fdrtkefreporjitdgmmi.  The  judg- 
ment, being  erroneous,  mutit  be  re* 
versed,  A  vemirede  novo  can  only  -bm 
awarded  where  the  judgment  is  »■• 

'SBBYBD     OH      »IIrL     OV     XZOSPVIOVI. 

-8.  An  indUMneni  for  anlaw£nlly»  jril- 
fully,  maliciously  4tnd  mischievously 
driving  the  horses  attached  to  a  freight 
ear,  on  the  Pourth  aveilue  railroad^ 
against  another  railroad  car,  then  and 
there  .beiifg,.and  then  there  injuring 
the  last  mentioned  car^  he  so  intend- 
ing, Ac,  does  not  set  up  or  include  the 
common  law  offence  of  malieious  mie* 
-ehi^.  The  defendant -can  be  OQosi- 
dered  as  ^il^  of  nothing  bs^ond  a 
Jmr^treepase.  {WilUisme ei^. Peo- 
ple, ante,  ZbO.) 

9.  A  trsspaas  upon  property,  althoBgli 
it  may  be  willful  and  malidous,  is  not 
within  the  offenoe  of  maUdous  muchitf 
at  common  law,  unless  it  was  in  the 
night  Itme,  or  eeeretly,  without  the 
h^  qf  gain ;  or  unless  it  consisted  of 
some  act  of  eruelfty  todomesticaiiMnals* 
ild.) 

10.  A  law  whioh  makes  an  act  punisha- 
ble in  a  manner  in  which  it  wqe  nqt 
punishable  when  committed,  or  whiih 
increases  the  jtunishment  with  which 
the  act  waspunislutble when  committed, 
is  ex  post  facto  and  void.  (Shepherd 
a^.  The  People,  ante,  388.) 

11.  The  plaintiff  in  error  was  oonvietad 
of  arson  in  the  first  decree,  eommitted 
in  1857,  which,  under  the  Revised 
Statutes,  was  punishable  wHh  deU^ 
>and  waa  sentenced  under  the  act  of 

18«0,  which  substituted  imprtsmmmt 
I    J»f  Itfb  for  the  ynnilhimt  ^^mdk,  to 
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impiiionmtnt  in  the  stftto  priMa  for 
life.    (Id.) 

12.  Beldy  that  the  proyisions  of  the  aot 
of  1860,  ohanging  the  punUhmmU  of 
anon  in  the  first  degree,  were  Intended 
to  apply  only  to  offeneei  therot^er 
committed  J  hut  if  it  shoiUd  be  held 
otherwise,  then  that  those  proTisions 
are  ix  post  fac^o  and  void,  so  far  as 
they  were  iDtended  to  apply  to  a  crime 
of  arson  in  the  first  degree,  eommitted 
btfore  thepatsage  of  the  act.  In  either 
view  of  the  aot  and  upon  either  holding, 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below  most 
be  reverted,    (Id.) 

IS.  Where  a  judgment  against  a  prisoner 
is  reversed  upon  the  ground  alone  that 
a  wrong  jtuigment  loas  giren,  upon  a 
lawftal  and  regular  trial  and  oonTielion, 
he  cannot-  oonstitntionally  be  tried 
again :  he  must  be  dieeharged.    (Id.) 

14.  (This  law  would  stem  to  fully  meet 
and  settle  Mrs.  Hartung's  case  j  for 
tUthough  there  was  no  bUl  qf  exceptions 
in  this  case,  and  there  was  one  in  her 
case,  yet  the  judgments  in  both  cases 
were  reversed  on  the  ground  alone  that 
there  was  a  wrong  judgment  given.  It 
is  diJfieutt  to  see  how  thecourt  can  look 
into  abill  qf  exceptions  when  there  is 
a  wrong  judgment  brought  iqf  hy  the 
record,  and  the  error  being  created  by 
a  statutory  ton?.— Rbp.)    (Id.) 

15.  In  this  state  there  may  be  a  valid 
marriage,  though  not  formally  solem- 
nised hj  a  clergyman,  or  consent  de- 
dared  btfore  a  magistrate.  (Hayes 
agt.  The  People,  ante,  452.) 

16.  If  parties  competent  to  eontraet,  in 
the  presence  of  witnesses,  agree  to- 
gether to  be  husband  and  irife,  and 
afterwards  oohabit  and  recognise  each 
other  as  such,  it  is  a  sufficient  marriage 
to  sustain  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  in 
the  event  of  one  of  the  parties  haying 
before  that  time  married  anotheri  who 
is  stiU  living.    (Id.) 

IT.  Upon  an  indictment  containing  nine 
counts  for  embesxlement  of  different 
grades,  and  others  for  laroeny,  a  ver- 
dict <' guilty  of  embesslement"  is 
equivaUnt  to  on  aequittal  of  the  lar- 
cenies charged,  and  a  bar  to  any  subse- 
quent prosecution.  (Ouenther  agt. 
People,  24  IT.  F.  Aep.,  100.) 

18.  One  of  the  counts  for  embestlement 
being  good,  the  verdict  means  that  he 
is  guity  of  the  offence  as  charged 
therein.    (Id.) 


19.  An  entry  by  order  of  the  eonrt  alter 
the  jury  wae  dlseharged,  in  amendmeni 
of  the  verdiet  as  first  recorded,  thai 
'^  the  jury  find  the  prisoner  not  guilty 
of  the  lareeny  charged,"  is  unwar- 
ranted and  nugatory.     (Id.) 

20.  The  word  '*may*»  in  seeUon  thirty- 
three  of  the  <<  aot  in  relation  to  polioe 
end  courts  in  the  city  of  New  York" 
(ch.  508  qf  1860),  is  enabling  and  not 
mandatory.  (IVilliams  agt.  The  Peo^ 
pU,UIf.  Y.  Rep.,  A05.) 

21.  Whether  that  teetion  authorising  tha 
inllietion  of  the  punishment  of  graiid 
hunoeny  for  the  theft  from  the  peinoa 
of  another  of  less  than  twenty-llva 
dollars  is  local  within  the  meaning  «f 
article  III,  section  16  of  the  oonatitn- 
iont:   Quere.    (Id.) 

22.  Under  an  indictment  charging  tha 
laroeny  of  several  sums,  amounting  to 
more  than  $25,  the  prisoner  has  a  nghi 
to  have  the  jury  instructed  to  find 
whether  the  sum  stolen,  it  being  fiooi 
the  person  of  another  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  was  more  or  leas  than  iweo- 
ty-five  dollan.    (Id.) 

23.  Where  there  was  a  defect  In  the  entry 
of  the  minutes  of  the  court,  in  not 
stating  the  acknowledgment  of  indebt- 
edness upon  entering  into  a  recogni- 
sance, held,  that  we  court  had  no 
authority  ex  jMirfetto  manufacture  an 
undertaking  imposing  obligations  npon 
the  accused  and  his  surety,  never  as- 
sumed by  them.  (People  agt.  FtlUm, 
36  Barb.,  429.) 

24.  A  quashine  of  the  indictment  whidi 
the  accused  had  given  bail  to  appear 
and  answer,  was  a  discharge  of  the  obli- 
gation, released  the  surety,  and  autho- 
rised the  prisoner^  departure  from 
oourt  without  special  leave,  although 
another  indictment  was  previouslj 
found  against  him  for  the  same  offenoe. 
(id.) 

See  CoKSTiTUTioHAL  Law,  5. 
See  GoHTEVPT,  2.  8.  4.  4. 


DAHAGB6. 

.  Noproof  of  jiecwiiargforsperia/fiMi. 
age  to  the  plaintiff  or  next  of  kin  is 
necessary  to  sustain  an  action  brought 
under  the  statute  by  the  admlnirtiator 
of  the  deceased  for  injuries  to  the  per- 
son. (See  to  the  same  ^ect  OIMM 
agt.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  14  N.  F.  R., 
310.)  (JTettsragt.  N.  Y.  CeiUralR. 
R.  Companyj  mute,  172.) 
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2.  In  an  action  by  a  father,  as  admin- 
istrator  of  his  wife,  who  was  killed 
by  negligenoe,  leaving  childreni  the 
value  of  her  earnings,  and  the  proba- 
bility that  her  children  woald  have  re- 
ceived an  estate  increased  by  snoh 
eamtngs  on  the  death  and  intestacy  of 
their  father,  cannot  be  considered  in 
estimating  damages.  (Tilley  agt. 
Hudson  Rivitr  R.  R.  Co,,  24  N.Y. 
R.y  471.) 

3.  But  the  injnry  to  the  children,  in  the 
loss  of  maternal  nurture  and  edaoation, 
IS  a  pecuniary  one  within  the  intent  of 
the  statute,  and  a  proper  ground  of 
damages.    (Id.) 

4.  1/  seemsy  that  in  snch  an  action,  evi- 
dence of  the  habitual  occnpation  and 
employment  of  the  deceased  is  admis- 
sible, to  show  her  general  capacity  and 
relation  to  the  family.    (Id.) 

6.  In  an  action  on  a  bond  given  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  the  discharge  of 
a  vessel  attached,  to  enforce  a  lien  for 
repairs,  the  defendants  seek  to  recoup 
the  damages  sustained  by  them  by  rea- 
son of  the  plaintifls'  neglect  to  perform 
their  contract  or  repairs  within  a  rea- 
sonable time,  the  true  measure  of  dam- 
ages is  not  the  probable  profits  of  the 
vessel,  but  the  rent  which  would  have 
been  at  that  time  paid  for  the  charter. 
(Rogers  agt.  Beard,  36  Barb,,  31.) 

6.  Upon  the  death  of  a  person  seised  of 
reiJ  estate,  all  claim  for  damages  done 
to  the  estate,  and  for  the  rents  and 
profits  thereof,  down  to  that  time,  go 
to  his  executor,  and  belong  to  the  per- 
sonal estate.  A  claim  for  damages 
done  to  land  occupied  adversely  by  the 
defendant,  cannot  be  sued  for  and  re- 
covered until  the  plaintiff  has  recov- 
ered possession.  A  claim  for  such  in- 
juries cannot  be  united  with  a  claim  to 
recover  the  possession  of  the  land. 
(HotchJdss  agt.  Auburn  4*  RocKester 
R.  A.  Co,,  36  Barb,,  600.) 

7.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
the  destruction  by  fire,  of  fruit  trees, 
through  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  judge  at  the  trial  may  pro- 
perly instruct  the  jury  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of 
the  trees  as  they  stood  upon  his  land 
at  the  time  of  the  fire,  if  he  entitled  to 
recover  at  all ;  and  to  refuse  a  request 
to  charge  that  the  plaintiff  can  only 
recover  the  diminished  value  of  the 
land,  since  the  destruction  of  the  trees. 
There  Is  no  intrinsic  diificulty  in  esti- 
mating the  Tilne  of  a  fruit  tree,  grow- 


ing upon  land,  although  It  has  strictly 
no  market  or  commercial  value  as  a 
tree,  independent  of  the  land  which 
sustains  it.  Such  value  can  be  deter- 
mined by  the  opinions  of  competent 
witnesses  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  trees 
which  are  usually  converted  into  tim- 
ber or  firewood.  (  WUbeck  agt.  N,  Y. 
Control  R.  R,  Co.,  36  Barb.,  644.) 

See  Kailroad  GovPAiriES. 

See  CoNTBAOT,  1.  2.  3.  4.  6.  6.  7. 

See  R^FBRBEB  AVD  EnPOBTSy  8. 

See  Slandbb,  1.  2. 

See  BoNDS>  2. 

See  Trial,  6.  7. 

See  Brbaoh  of  Pbokisb,  1.  2. 

See  Coicxoir  Cabbibbb>  6.  7.  8. 

Bee  GoHYBBSiovy  1. 

DEED 

1.  Where  land  is  oonveyed  subject  to  a 
usurious  mortgage,  wnich  the  grantee 
assumes  to  pay,  the  mortgagee  acquires 
a  right  to  an  appropriation  of  the  land 
for  that  purpose,  which  cannot  be  di- 
vested without  his  assent.  (HortUy 
agt.  Harrison,  24  N.  T.  R.,  170.) 

2.  Held,  accordingly,  that  a  subsequent 
arrangement  between  the  parties  to  the 
deed,  whereby,  as  between  them,  ii 
became  a  mere  quitclaim,  was  inopera- 
tive to  open  the  defence  of  usury  to  the 
grantee.     (Id.) 

3.  Quere,  however,  whether  the  personal 
liability  assumed  by  the  g^rantee  is  not 
discharged  by  the  release  of  his  grant- 
or. So  held  in  the  supreme  court)  and 
the  question  not  passed  upon  by  this 
oonrt.    (Id.) 

4.  An  instrument,  in  the  form  of  a  mort- 
gage, but  containing  the  name  of  no 
mortgagee,  does  not  beeome  effectnid 
by  its  delivery  to  one  who  advances 
money  upon  the  agreement  that  he 
shall  hold  the  paper  as  security  for  his 
loan.  (Chawneey  agt.  Arnold,  24  N, 
Y.  R.,  330.) 

5.  Whether  it  could  be  made  effeotnal 
by  jparol  authority  from  the  mortgagor 
to  insert  the  lender's  name  m  mort- 
gagee: Quer:    (Id.) 

6.  Where  a  grantee  accepts  a  deed  con- 
taining a  reservation  of  lands  previ- 
ously sold  and  conveyed  to  another^ 
and  enters  into  the  possession  of  the 
lands  thus  reserved,  he  will  be  deemed 
in  law  to  have  entered  in  subserrieiicy 
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to  the  title  of  the  owner  of  the 
▼ed  Und>  nnlees  he  oan  eetahlish  the 
ooDtmy  byeome  clear  and  uneqnivooal 
act  or  claim  of  title  in  himself.  (jR(W- 
sua  agt.  WiekJuim,  36  Barb,,  386.) 

f .  The  itatntory  prorteiott  that  every 
eonveyanoe  of  land  held  at  the  time 
adreiaely  to  the  grantor  ehall  be  Toid> 
hat  noi^plioation  to  oonTeyaaeei  made 
by  the  itate  as  grantor.  A  patent, 
ittned  b^  the  state,  conveying  its  own 
lands,  will  be  presumed  to  have  been 
iaued  regularly ;  and  if  it  be  not  void 
on  its  face,  cannot  be  avoidod  oollater- 
ally,  in  a  snit  between  indiridnals. 
Brady  agt.  Begm,  36  JBorb.,  538.) 

8.  Where  a  decree  is  made  setting  aside 
a  deed  exeented  by  a  judgment  debtor, 
as  fntndulent  «Dd  VoM  against  his 
ereditors,  the  court  has  no  power  to 
direct  the  premises  to  be  sold,  as  in 
ease  of  a  sale  upon  execution,  for  the 
purpose  of  pftyisff  the  judgment  debt. 
The  court  in  sucn  case  acts  upon  the 
person  and  not  upon  the  estate  of  the 
debtor,  and  may  apppint  a  receiver  to 
take  a  cooyeyanoe  of  the  premises  from 
the  debtor,  whic^  the  reeeirer  mav 
then  eell,  and  a  title  obtained  through 
such  sale.  (Walker  agt.  WkUt  36 
Barb.,  592.) 

^.  A  deed  by  exeooton,  as  •iich«  with  a 
oovenaat  sigalost  their  own  acts,  oan- 
Dot  be  construed  as  containing  an  im- 
|»Ued  oovenaat  that  their  testator  was 
seised  of  an  «stete  in  fee  simple ;  or  a 
oovenant  on  their  part  to  put  the  pur- 
ehaser  in  possession.  No  oovonant  can 
be  implied  In  any  conveyance  of  real 
estate,  whether  such  conveyance  con- 
tains special  covenants  or  not.  (San^ 
ford  agt.  Travert,  7  Botw.,  498.) 

See  MUHICIPAL    COKPORATZOirSy   1. 

3.  3. 
See  Tbusts,  1. 
See  Mabsud  Wokik,  12. 
See  Lakes,  1. 

See  Ybndob  and  Vendbx,  6". 
SeeMoBTOAaB  Fobbolosubb,  11. 


DEFENCE. 

1.  In  a  suit  by  one  part  owner  of  a  yes- 
sel  against  another  part  owner,  to  re- 
cover the  aliquot  part  of  the  premium 
•hargeable  to  the  latter,  upon  polieies 
•ffsoted  at  his  request  and  oovering  his 
Interest,  it  is  no  defenee  that  the  pre- 
mium was  paid  by  the  negotiable  pro- 
initBory  notes  of  the  plaintiff,  whioh 


have  matured  and  are  : 

Sud.     (Boogland    agt. 
OS10.,  894.) 

2.  In  a  suit  against  tb«  tteoommodaticB 
payee  and  indorser  of  a  .promissory 
note,  it  is  prima  fade  a  defenee,  that 
the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the 
makers  of  the  note,  sold  another  note 
made  by  them,  and  indoned  likewise 
by  the  defendant  for  their  aeeommoda- 
tion,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the 
first  note,  and  that  they  realised 
enough  from  the  latter  note  to  make 
such  payment.  (BurraU  agt.  Jout, 
7  Bo9W.,  404.) 

See  Ahswbb. 

See  CoBroBATiOHSf  S. 

DBICU&BXK. 

1.  Rule  42  does  not  reqnin  the  paity 
demurring  to  terv  on  the  oj^otUe 
party  ^j  copy  of  the  pieadi^gi  er 
other  papers  when  the  qneetioa  to  be 
deoided  arises  on  demurer.  (QaU 
agt.  Finch,  ante,  198.) 

2.  A  demurrer  must  reaoh  the  mlhols  of  a 
cause  qf  acHon,  A  paragraph  oaanot 
be  expunged  on  demurrer,  unless  it 
amounts  to  a  s^paraU  cause  < ' 
and  is  80  stated.  (Lord  a^t.  V 
ante,  316) 

8.  Mi^oinder  of  parties  plaintilb  ii 
ground  of  demwrer  to  the  complaiat. 
(Walrath  agt.  Handy,  ante,  858.) 

4.  In  such  case  the  eomplaint  does  not 
state  facts  sui&oient  to  cMnistitate  a 
cause  of  action.    (JU«) 

5.  Whether  matters  set  up  In  a  eon- 
plaint,  which  are  intended  to  oonsti- 
tute  a  eause  of  aetion,  do  or  do  not  eon- 
stitute  a  cause  of  action,  must  be  tsttei 
by  denmrer.  (Bowell  agt.  XnkksT' 
bocker  Ufe.  las.  Co.,  aitfe,  475.) 

See  AirswBBy  2.  8.  4.  6.  6.  8. 
See  ComrrBB-CLAXM,  S. 
See  Slabdeb*  1.  2. 
See  KECKiym,  7. 
See  Apfxal,  25. 

See  iBBELEyAirr  avd  Rbdwdakt 
Hatteb,  1.  3. 

DISCHAKaE. 

1.  A  ereditors  uniting  tritii  one  of  t«s 
joint  debtors  in  his  petition  foradfi* 
charge  under  the  two-third  act,  and  a 
diaehacge  of  suoh  dehtoTi  releaiH  the 
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other  deMor  from  liabtlitj.     (Alger 
ftgt.  Raymond,  7  Boew.,  418.) 

2.  When  it  preeamptively  appears  that 
an  insolyent's  dieoiarge  is  void  for  any 
fraud)  the  oonrt  will  de^y  a  motion  to 
set. aside  an  ezeontion  issued  against 
such  insolvent,  and  direot  issues,  triable 
before  a  jury,  to  be  framed  to  test  the 
validity  of  the  disoharge.  It  will  not 
try  the  validity  of  the  discharge  on  affi- 
davits. (Stuart  agt.  SaOimger,  U 
Abb,,  291.) 


DISCOVBBY   OF  BOOKS   AND   PA- 
PSRS. 

1.  The  right  to  the  infpectwn  qf  bookt 
and  papen,  with  a  view  to  the  discov- 
try  of  evidence,  is  distinctly  roeognised 
by  statute,  «nd  is  not  to  iw  eonftmnded 
with  tbo  prodnetion  of  them  as  evidenoe 
upan  the  trial,  or  on  the  egaaUnation 
(/  a  party  tte  a  voUneee  b^ore  trial* 
{L^erts  and  Boredorf  agt.  Braa^ton, 
ante,  267.) 

2.  If  there  is  reason  to  believe,  upon  the 
ease  as  laid  before  the  court,  that  the 
evld«noe  in  reality  exists,  and  is  mate- 
rial to  the  matter  in  oostroversy ;  if 
the  other  partgr  admits  the  posnssion 
of  the  tlooks  or  documents  alleged  to 
contain  it ;  if  he  also  impliedly  admits 
the  probability  of  its  existence,  by  not 
denying  U,  and  no  great  practical  in- 
convenience will  follow  from  allowing 
■the  other  party  to  inspect  It,  the  privi- 
lege ought  to  be  granted.    (Id,) 

8.  Thus,  when  the  plaintiilii  brought 
their  action  to  recover  the  possession 
of  goods  obtained  from  ihem  by  the 
defendants'  assignors,  upon  rmeeen- 
tatione  alleged  to  have  been  fraiuht' 
lent,  and  in  their  sworn  petition  stated 
that  they  were  informed  and  believed 
that  an  examination  of  the  books  of  the 
assignors,  by  a  competent  book- keeper, 
would  enable  the  plaintilFs  to  show  the 
assignors  were,  when  they  made  their 
representations  of  solvency  referred  to 
in  the  complaint,  hopelessly  insolvent, 
and  that  they  knew  that  the  roprosen- 
taMons  made  by  them  were  false.  (Id,) 

4.  Bdd,  the  defendants  making  no  an- 
swer to  the  application,  but  moved  to 
dismiss  it  on  the  ground  that  the  dis- 
covery could  not  be  allowed  by  the 
practice  of  the  court,  that  the  case  ap- 
peared to  be  eminently  one  in  which 
the  court  should  lend  its  assistance  to 
enable  the  plaintiffs  to  inspect  doeu- 
menUvy  cvidenM  which  would  ihow 


whether  the  representations  made  by 
the  defendants'  assignors  ipere  true  or 
/alee,     (Id,) 

6.  The  fact  that  papers  sought  to  be  dis- 
covered preparatoiy  to  trial*  may  be 
procured  by  sabpsena  dueee  teemn, 
served  upon  the  advene  party  is  not  a 
conclusive  answer  to  an  application  for 
an  order  for  their  discovery,  ^le  ap- 
plicant is  not  required  or  expeoted  to 
give  an  accurato  description  of  the  doc- 
uments sought.  The  description  need 
only  be  sufficiently  precise  to  enable 
the  party  who  is  called  on  to  produce 
to  know  what  is  required.  (Xmo  agt. 
Graydon,  14  Abb.^  443.) 


DIVOBOB. 

1.  In  the  trial  of  nn  m^a<m  tor  n  UmSUd' 
divorce,  husband  and  wife  are  compe- 
tent witnesses  against  each  other. 
(P agt.  P ,  an^e,  197.) 

2.  In  this  case,  although  the  wife  by 
living  with  the  husband  had  condoned 
the  cruelty  and  inhuman  treatment  by 
him  towards  her,  so  that  she  was  not 

'  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  a  divorce 
from  bed  and  boaid,  yet  as  the  husband 
was  very  penurious,  and  had  declined 
to  provide  ^omfertabfy  for  ber,  tha 
court,  under  the  statute,  adjudged  that 
he  should  pay  the  wife's  costs  of  the 
aotion,  and  provide  tar  her  suitable 
food  and  lodging  in  his  own  house,  and 
pay  her  $200  per  year,  payable  quar- 
toriy,  out  of  whidi  she  could  provide 
herself  with  olothing  and  such  other 
articles  atjhe  mighteee  At  to  purchase. 
(Id.) 

3.  R  eeemes  that  although  the  wife  uses 
language  calculated  touritateand  pro- 
voke the  hoiband,  yet,  if  his  treatment 
of  her  is  groeely  dieproportumed  to  the 
provocation,  she  may  nevertheless  be 
entitled  to  a  divorce,    (Id,) 

4.  It  eeeme,  also,  that  selling  the  hus- 
band's property  to  proouro  necessaries 
is  no  Juatyication  tor  personal  violence. 
(Id,) 

5.  Parties  asking  the  intorventtonvf  the 
court  to  annul  the  marriage  eonteact, 
must  prove  a  fUl  and  oomplsto  case. 
Nothing  is  to  be  taken  in  flavor  of  the 
applicant  by  preanmption  or  intend- 
ment, as  to  the  facte,  even  in  naes  of 
default  in  answering,  or«t  the  heatring. 
(Linden  agt.  Linden,  36  Barb.,  Ui,} 

See  HuwuiTD  <u^  Ways,  1. 2.  3. 4. 
Bee  DowBB,  1. 
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DOWBR. 

t.  The  eonrt  of  olianeery  had  no  power/ 
in  a  divoroe  suit,  to  require  a  married 
woman  to  aeoept  a  grora  eora  from  her 
hasband  in  lien  of  dower.  Her  aocept- 
anoe  of  such  sum  in  the  lifetime  of 
her  husband,  will  not  defeat  her  dower; 
and  her  fonnal  release  of  dower  to  her 
hasband)  in  pnrsnanoe  of  an  order  of 
the  court,  would  be  a  nullity ;  she  be- 
ing legally  incompetent  to  execute  such 
an  instrument  to  her  husband,  except  in 
the  single  case  authorized  by  the  Laws 

.  of  1$40,  Til :  upon  a  sale  of  real  estate 
under  a  judgment  or  decree  in  partition. 
{Crane  agt.  Cavana,  36  Barb.,  410.) 

Bee  Will,  30. 


ENLISTMENT. 

1.  The  enlistment  of  a  recruit ,  under 
eighteen  years  of  age,  in  the  naval  ser- 
vice of  the  United  States,  without  the 
consent  of  his  parents  or  guardian,  is 
not  binding  or  obligatory ,  although  he 
took  an  oath,  when  he  enlisted,  that 
he  was  twenty-one  years  of  age.  The 
oath  can  only  be  oonclnstTe  against  the 
reemit,  and  not  against  others  claim- 
ing a  legal  right  to  bisserriees.  {Mat' 
t§r  qf  George  B.  Webb,  asUe,  247.) 


ETIDENOE. 

1 .  An  ex  parte  written  statement  of  f aets, 
made  b^  a  witness,  though  in  their 
nature  they  are  competent  when  duly 
proTed,  cannot  be  admitted  as  eridenee. 
{Stuart  agt.  ^iiiste,  7  Bomp.,  196.) 

2«  Where  on  the  trial  of  an  action  by  one 
of  BCTeral  partners  who  had  withdrawn 
fh>m  the  firm,  against  the  remaining 
partners,  to  recover  the  ralue  of  the 
plaintiif' s  interest  in  the  assets,  on  the 
id  of  April,  1856,  and  one  of  the  part- 
ners as  ft  witness  for  the  plaintiff  tes- 
tifies to  his  then  estimate  of  the  value 
of  such  assets  in  the  latter  part  of  1855, 
and  that  he  sold  his  interest  to  the  de- 
fendants in  November,  1855,  the  de- 
fendants have  a  right,  on  the  cross-ex- 
amination of  such  witness,  to  prove  by 
him  for  what  sum  he  so  sold  such  In- 
terest. The  rejection  of  such  evidence 
Is  error  for  which  the  judgment  will 
be  revened.  {Dorritif  agt.  RueseU,  7 
Boew.,  589.) 

3.  The  decision  of  a  judge  before  whom 
ft  motion  is  made,  upon  oonflicting 
evideaM,  is  condoaive  so  &r  as  ques- 


tions of  fact  are  oonoemed.    (< 
agt.  Oettinger,  14  Abb.,  109.) 

4.  In  an  action  by  k  tenant  against  his 
landlord  for  damages  to  the  f^imitnro 
of  the  former,  by  negligently  setting 
the  leased  premises  on  fire,  evidence 
on  behalf  of  the  tenant  that  th^  land- 
lord had  obtained  a  policy  of  insurance 
on  the  premises,  and  receired  the 
amount  mentioned  tbRrein,  is  properly 
rejected.  In  regard  to  the  perform- 
ance of  a  lawful  aet,  the  presumption 
always -exists  that  at  least  ordinaiy 
care  was  used.  {Latumg  agt.  SIom, 
14  Abb.,  199.) 

See  NnoLiGBxon. 

See  AGREXVEirT,  7. 

See  ExBCUTOBS  ahd  Adkihistka- 

TORS,  1.  3. 
See  COBPOKATIOHS,  1. 

See  Pabthxbs  abb  Pabtbbrships, 
1.  3.  S. 

See  Bbfbbbbs  abb  Bbpobts,  S.  4. 
See    Fbaubvlbbt   .Hbpbbsbbta- 

TIOKS,  1.  3. 
See  W1TBB8SE8,  S.  8.  4.  5.  6.  7.  8. 
See  DiBCOTBBT  of  Books  abb  Pa- 

PBR8,  1.  2.  8.4. 
See  Cbikibal  Law>  8.  4* 
See  Labblobb  abb  Tbbabt,  8. 
See  Patkbbt,  1.  3. 
See  Nbw  TBial,  8.  7.  8. 10. 
See  Will,  28.  34.  35.  84. 
See  Cobtract,  8.  9. 18. 
See  Bbbacb  of  Pbokisb,  1.  3. 
See  Insubabcb  Coxpabibs,  1.  2. 
See  Dbbd,  4.  6. 
See  JuDGMBBT,  lO.  11. 12. 18. 
See  Babkibg  Coepobatiobs,  5.  8. 
See  Appeal,  13. 
See  Trial,  8.  10. 
See  Slahbeb,  3.  4. 
See    Mabufactubibo    Gobpoba- 

TIOBB,   1. 


EXCEPTIONS. 

1 .  If  a  TMurty  asks  to  have  particular  items 
considered  in  a  court  of  review,  and  a 
report  set  aside  for  their  allowance  or 
disallowance,  it  is  not  demanding  of 
him  too  much  to  require  that  he  shallt 
1st,  bring  the  attention  of  the  referea 
specifically  to  them;  2d,  make  it  mani- 
fest what  disposition  the  referee  has  in 
fact  mode  of  them,  by  obtaining  from 


mew  TORK  PRAcnos  rkports. 


666 


Dig«flt. 


bim  a  speoifle  report  on  thai  sabjeot. 
And  8d,  exoept  speeifieally  to  the  re- 
port in  thofle  partionlftrs.     (Houlahan 
«gt.  SacketV$  Harbat  4r  Saratoga  R 
R.  Co,,  ante,  155.) 

•  2.  Exuptiona  to  flndLon  Qt  fact  are  not 
required.  {Mayor,  $c.,  qf  New  York 
agt.  Erhen,  ante,  358.) 

S.  Where  exeeptiona  to  the  conekmone 
of  law  are  not  made  within  tem  days 
after  judgmmU,  none  can  be  aastained 
apon  an  appeal,  and  the  oaae  is  heard 
■olely  npon  the  ezceptionB  taken  at  the 
trial.    {Id,) 

4.  Beotion  174  of  the  Code  anthorises  the 
oonrt  to  allow  in  its  disoretion  excep- 
tions to  be  served  after  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  section  272  has  expired. 
{BortU  agt.  Mellen,  14  Abb,,  228.) 

See  Appeal,  15.  23. 

See  Railroad  Compahivs,  51. 


EXCISE  LAW. 

1.  The  statute  {Law  1862^  p.  476)  de- 
clares that  « it  shall  not  be  lawftil  to 
sell  or  famish  anj  wine,  beer,  strong 
or  spirituous  liquors  to  any  person  in 
the  auditorium  or  lobbies  of  such  place 
of  exhibition  or  performance  mentioned 
in  the  first  section  of  this  act."  Held, 
that  where  the  warrant  charged  the 
defendant  with  having  sold  lager  beer, 
instead  of  '<  beer,"  it  did  not  charge 
an  qffenee  on  its  face.  (Matter  qf 
People  agt.  Hart,  ante,  280.) 

2.  The  public  keeping  of  intoxicating 
liquors  on  Sunday  is  not  a  misdemeanor 
nnder  the  police  act  of  1860.  (People 
agt.  Otmer,  ante,  461.) 

8.  Where  the  facts  submitted  warrant  it, 
the  court  may,  by  rirtne  of  the  general 
power  which  courts  exercise  oyer  their 
officers,  order  the  plaintiif  's  attorney  to 
show  his  authority  to  bring  the  suit. 
But  such  power  will  not  be  exercised 
so  far  as  to  dismiss  the  suit,  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  by  the  commissioners  of 
exeise,  for  a  penalty,  under  the  act  to 
suppress  intemperance,  etc.,  in  behalf 
of  a  defendant  whose  only  ground  of 
making  the  motion  is  that  no  complaint 
was  made  to  the  excise  commissioners 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action ; 
that  the  defendant  had  Tiolated  the 
statute,  and  that  the  commissioners 
had  not  authorised  the  bringing  of  the 
suit.  The  court  in  such  case  will  only 
grant  an  order  to  stay  the  proceedings 
until  the  foiiher  order  of  the  court. 


(  ComminUmore  of  Excite  agt.  Pvrdy, 
36  Barb,,  266.) 


EXECUTION  ANB  LEVY. 

1.  It  is  held  in  the  first  Judicial  district 
that  it  is  not  necessary  to  wait  sixty 
days — the  return  day  of  an  execution— 
before  commencing  equitable  proceed- 
ings on  a  judgment  at  law,  if  the  exe- 
cution has  actually  been  returned 
before  the  sixty  days  haye  expired. 
(There  are  adverse  decisions  in  other 
districts.)  (Field  agt.  Hunt,  ante, 
463.) 

2.  Where  an  exeaUion  has  been  duly 
issued  and  duly  returned  by  the  sheriff 
unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  in  no  wise  interfered,  he 
may  safely  act  upon  the  return  of  the 
sheriff,  to  institute  proceedings  supple-^ 
tnentary  to  execution*  And  the  ques- 
tion whether  there  was  property  which 
the  sheriff  ought  to  haye  taken  and  sold 
for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  judg- 
ment in  whole  or  in  part,  cannot  oe 
raised.  (Fcnton  agt.  Flagg,  ante, 
400.) 

8.  The  statute  does  not  give  a  general 
right  to  the  Tender  of  any  articles  of 
the  class  of  exempt  property,  to  take 
any  other  of 'that  species  of  property 
for  his  debt  of  purcnase  money.  His 
right  is  in  the  naii|re  of  a  purticular 
lien  on  specific  property — the  precise 
property  sold,  sjbd  does  not  extend 
to  any  other  exempt  property.  The 
statute  of  1842  was  designed  to  preyent 
frauds  in  the  purchase  of  the  exempt 
daes  of  property,  bv  giying  the  yendor 
a  right  to  retake  the  same  on  execu- 
tion, notwithstanding  the  exemption 
of  the  statute,  precisely  as  though  he 
had  taken  a  chattel  mortgage  on  the 
same,  which  he  was  seeking  to  enforoe. 
(Hickox  agt.  Fay,  86  Barb.,  0.) 

4.  Hops  growing  upon  the  yines,  which 
are  produced  by  the  annual  cultiyation 
of  the  owner,  are  personal  chattels, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,  and  as  such  are  subject  to  leyy 
and  sale  like  other  personal  property. 
(Frank  agt.  Harrington,  36  Barb., 
415.) 

5.  An  execution  cannot  be  issued  upon  a 
judgment  whieh  has  been  satisfied  by 
the  filing  of  a  certificate,  as  prescribed 
by  2  R.  S.,  862.  The  satisfsction,  if 
yoidable,  must  be  yacated  by  the  court 
before  execution  can  be  issued.  (Ack^ 
erman  agt.  Adtcsrwo*,  14  Ab^.,  220.) 
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See  AsiiairvBirT  fob  Bbhsfit  of 

Crbsitors,  8.  i.  5. 
See  Bail,  1. 
See  SsBBiFFy  U 

J5XKCUT0M  AND  ADMIlf  ISTRA- 
TORS. 

1.  After  Bn-exeonter  bes  filed  an  intrtn- 
fmry  of  property  tielonging  to  tbe  estate* 
fae  is  not  precluded  from  showing  that 
property  not  b€longing  to  th$  estate  vxu 
tnvenioriedf  and  may  also  show  that 
the  property  belonging  to  the  estate 
was  qf  less  value  than  the  amount  at 
which  St  was  inventoried.  {Hasbroudi 
agt.  Hasbroucki  ante,  24.) 

^.  That  n,  the  inrentory  is  Bot  amdu^ 
sive  evidence  against  the  executor,  of 
what  the  assets  consist  of,  and  of  their 
value,  although  it  is  prima  fade  evi- 
dence against  him  on  the  aooounting 
before  the  surrogate.     (M.) 

t.  Where,  in  an  notion  for  accounting 
against  executors,  the  tmst  fund  has 
been  deposited  in  the  TVust  CompauMf, 
under  the  direction  qf  the  rtferee,  to  be 
applied  to  the  payment  of  any  recovery 
in  the  action,  the  executors  will  not  be 
charged  with  a  higher  rate  of  tnterest 
than  that  paid  by  the  Tmst  Company. 
(  young  agt.  Brush,  ante,  70.) 

4.  An  texeeutar,  who  has  obtained  pro- 
bate and  letters  Mstamentary  in  asM^er 
wtate,  where  he  resides,  can  dispose 
(witbont  action)  of  his  testator's  per- 
Monal  property  in  this  state,  without 
taking  out  letteis  ancillary  here. 
(MiddMn-ook  agt.  HerekfuUs*  £ank, 
ante,  267.) 

5.  Where  an  executor  receives  property 
In  his  own  right  as  a  gift,  from  the  tes- 
tator, it  involves  the  same  equitable 
liability  to  satisfy  the  damages  arisfng 
ftrom  the  breach  of  covenants  in  a  lease 
given  by  the  testator,  as  when  held  by 
the  testator.  (Lord  uct.  Vreeland, 
ante,  816.) 

-6.  The  person  to  whom  was  bequeathed 
the  personal  estate,  or  his  legal  repre- 
sentativee,  are  proper  and  necessary 
parties,  to  conclude  any  claim  here- 
after to  the  esUto  of  the  testator,  ia 
the  hands  of  his  executor.    (Id.) 

7.  Where  a  elaim  against  exeattors  or 
administrators  is  r^erred  under  the 
Revised  Statutes,  and  the  report  of  the 
referees  is  advene  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
in  favor  of  the  tdefeadants,  (exeeutors 
•r  atelsiliUitaM,)  ttoy  Ma^tltlad 


to  oofte  acalnst  the  plaintMr,  a9ina» 
action  undmr  the  Code*  {Radlnif  agt. 
Fisher,  anU,  404.) 

8.  In  such  caees  it  is  irregular  to  enter 
judgment  upon  the  report  withovt  am 
application  to  the  oomt,    (Jd») 

9.  The  amount  of  such  costs  are  thosa 
given  by  the  Code  in  an  action  be- 
tween party  asid  party,  prsseeutcd  and 
defended  in  aeecn^nce  witli  the  pro- 
visioBM  of  the  Code.  The  pivvisio&  of 
the  Revised  Statntes,  anthorisiog  the 
eourt  to  adjudge  oosts  as  in  aetiops 
against  executors,  is  ia  full  force. 
(Id,) 

10.  An  order  or  deeree  of  the  eoart,  «a- 
tered  after  trial  on  b  roferenee,  iAiai 
tbe  plaintiff  haw  judgmoBt  for  a  bst- 
tain  amomit  against  the  defendant  as 
administrator,  and  that  lA  pav  said 
moneys  into  court,  to  await  thefiiriker 
order  qf  the  tomrt,  and  to  «•  rfisfriNi- 
ted  according  to  kut,  is  a  Jinal  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  as  between 
the  parties.  (Orag  agt.  Cook,  sBle, 
482.) 

11.  The  de<iBiidant  nay  be  proeeeded 
ajiainst  upon  sBoh  judgnevt  nw  mmm- 
tion  to  eoUeetsneh  monegn*  Bader  ^2S5 
of  tiio  Code ;  but  a'  prooeedlBg  by  aa 
order,  as  for  a  conUmgit  and  nttsdh" 
ment  against  him,  if  unamthorised, 
(Id.) 

12.  An  exeontor  who  was  insolvent  aad 
indebted  to  tbe  estate,  having  justained 
a  loss  by  ilre,  indorsed  on  his  policy  of 
insurance  aa  assignment  of  it  to  him- 
self as  exeontor,  and,  upon  reoeivii^g 

Cymeut,  deposited  the  money  in  a 
nk  to  his  oredit  as«xeontor:  Meid, 
to  appropriatioB  of  it  in  paymeat  of 
his  debt.  (Scrantom  agt.  Farmers* 
4r  Mechanics'  Bank,  24  N.  F.  R.,  424.) 

18.  It  is  no  defence  to  tbe  bank,  against 
the  claim  of  the  estate,  that  it  paid 
over  the  money  upon  the  demaBd  of  a 
receiver  of  the  exeentor's  proparty» 
appointed  in  the  wit  of  another  csodi- 
tor.    (Id.) 

See  Will,  6.  7.  8.  9. 

See  Daxaqxb,  6. 

See  SDAROflATBs'  Coubsb. 

Bee  BsBB,  9. 

See  Railboad  Covfabibs,  47.  48. 


EXPRESS  C0MPAKIE8. 

1«  Wheye  an  ordiaaty  ttaveliag  tiiuik  la 
ddifwadHp^tt^iiTpiBM  W|Miiyto  ba 
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mctM  by  tkesy  aad  Ml  tX  a  dedgn*- 
ted]plMe$  MiA  th0  trank  watMae  ▼»!- 
■abl*  jaweliy  boioofiiig  to  » tliud  ptr- 
•otty  whioh  feet  hm  not  diselosM  to 
tho  oxfNroMmoft,  Md  the  frank,  with 
•U  iU  oontonto  oOMopt  the  jewolxy, 
which  WM  lost,  without  tho  fault  of 
the  exprou  company,  was  safely  de- 
liTcred,  the  expresv  company  is  not 
liable  for  the  jewelry.  (Biehardt  act. 
Wegeott,  1  Baaw.,  6.) 

8co  OovvoN  Cabbixeb,  1. 2. 8. 4. 6. 


fIXTURBS. 

1.  ShalTcs,  drawenaiid  eo«Bt«i*tahles, 
pot  np  by  the  owner  to  Ht  the  bnildiag 
for  the  uses  of  a  retail  dry  goods  and 
pocery  store,  and  withoat  which  the 
hailding  is  not  adapted  to  the  bosiness, 
are,  as  betweoa  rendor  (owner)  and 
purchaser,  fiztares,  and  a  part  of  the 
ircehold,  and  the  Yendor  hs«  no  right 
to  veaoTC  then.  For  a  remoyal  of  the 
fizturcsy  oooarring  between  the  execa- 
tioD  of  tile  agreement  and  the  time  ap- 
pointed for  the  paymcst  of  the  par- 
chase  money  and  the  deUTcrf  of  the 
deed  and  of  the  poSMCSsion  of  the  lead, 
the  pnrchascr  c%nnot  maintain  an  ac- 
tion against  the  Tcndor.  (Tabor  agt. 
HoMasofi,  S<  Barb,,  483.) 


FOREION  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  The  statute  of  limltiitions  does  not  ap- 
ply as  a  bar  to  an  action  in  the  courts 
of  this  state  against  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion. (Thoti^$(m  agt.  Ttoga  A,  R. 
Co.,  S6  Barb.,  79.) 

1.  Drafts  drawn  by  W.,  the  president  of 
a  corporation,  and  signed  by  him,  with 
the  addition  to  bis  name  of  "  PresU  T. 
K.  Co.,"  for  the  beneiit  ef  the  corpo- 
ration, render  the  drafts  those  of  the 
corporation.     (Id.) 

8.  The  filing  of  security  for  costs  hy  a 
foreign  corporation  who  are  entitled  to 
sue  in  the  courts  of  this  state,  is  not  a 
condition  precedent  of  its  right  to  sue. 
Their  omission  to  file  such  security  at 
the  commenoemcnt  of  the  action  is 
merely  an  irregularity.  (JPsrsec  ^ 
Brookti»  Pafer  Work$  agt.  WUUn,  14 
Abb.,  119.) 

4.  A  foreign  corporation  having  an 
agcncT  and  an  ofllce  for  the  transaction 
of  its  Dusiness  in  one  of  the  oounties  of 
this  state,  is  not  a  resident  of  such 
eoniiiy  witUa  the  meaninf  of  fcolion 


lib  of  the  Code^    (Tie 

lAfe  AsBvriHtu  Co.  agU  SwitUmd,  14 

Abb.  24a.) 

See  FoEBioK  Ivbvbabob  Coxpa- 

KXK8. 


FOREIGN  INSURANCS  COMPA- 
NIES.  . 

1.  Aforiign  iMuranu  company  created 
by  the  laws  of  another  state,  but  doing 
business  in  this  state,  under  and  m 
compliance  with  our  laws,  on  being 
sued  by  a  jcitixen  of  this  state,  cannot 
remove  the  cause  into  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  BUtes,  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  a  eUizon  qf  anothor  ttaU. 
{ateoom  agt.  Plumiix  Jnmiranu  Co., 
Mts,  517.) 


FRAUDULENT  REPRESENTA- 
TIONS. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  in  his  complaint 
averred  that  Henriqueewas  insdlYent 
on  the  17th  Sept.,  1857,  and  that  by 
frauduUtUly  concealing  that  fact  from 
the  plaintiff,  and  by  repre$oniing  to 
him  that  he  was  prosperous  and  stie- 
ees^fvl  in  business,  he  led  the  plain- 
tiff, on  the  4th  Sept.,  1867,  to  consign 
to  him  $40,000  worth  of  segars :  {Pram^ 
cAeris  agt.  Hofuriqiaeay  ante  166.) 

2^  And  where  the  evidence  of  the  plain- 
tiff, amonff  other  things  corroborative, 
disclosed  thaf  Henriques  wrote  to  the 

{tlalntiff  on  the  17th  Sept.,  1857,  say- 
og  that  "  business  is  good  with  me,>' 
and  that  "though  money  is  very 
scarce,  I  do  not  suffer  by  it,''  and  ask- 
ing another  large  shipment  of  segars; 
and  in  eigjkit  days  after  soch  letter  he 
failed,  leaving  $80, 000  of  indebtedness, 
upon  his  own  showing,  and  $260  worth 
of  effects  to  meet  it,  having  by  one 
stroke  swept  away  tiie  whole  of  the 
segars  consigned  to  him  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  pay  $51,000  of  indebtedness  to 
members  of  his  family,  held,  that  upon 
shoh  a  state  of  facts,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the 
qucetion  whether  Henriques,  oy  con- 
cealment and  a  false  representation  of 
his  real  condition,  did  not  procure  the 
shipment  of  the  4th  of  September  to  be 
made  to  him,  neither  expecting  nor 
intending  to  pay  for  the  goods,  but  de- 
signing to  appropriate  them  in  the  way 
he  did.  The  question  was  fairiy  raised* 
and  it  was  a  ouestion  of  intend,  which 
was  not  for  Uie  court,  but  the  jaiy. 
(W.) 
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S.  Though  iht  omiiiion  of  a  poTohftMr  of 
goodi  for  oradit  to  ditolose  hU  inaolT 
eoej  is  not  neoonarily  fraudaltnt,  yet 
if  the  pnrohiMe  be  made  with  a  preoon- 
eeiyed  deiigs  not  to  pay,  it  is  a  fraud. 
(HeiMMfWA  agt.  Naylor,  24  N,  Y.  R., 
189.) 

4.  Such  design  may  be  inferred  by  the 
jary  from  the  oiroiimstanoes  and  eon- 
dnot  of  the  vendee,  not  only  in  respect 
to  the  sale  in  qaestion,  but  in  other 
contemporaneous  transactions.    {Id.) 

5.  A  party  making  a  repreeentation  false 
in  fact,  renders  himself  liable  in  an 
action  for  fraud,  although  he  did  not 
actually  know  the  representations  to 
be  false  at  the  time.  If  a  party  makes 
a  material  representation,  without 
knowing  whether  it  is  true  or  false, 
and  it  turns  out  to  be  false,  an  aotion 
lies  for  the  fraudulent  misrepresenta* 
tion.  (Craig  agt.  Ward,  3d  Barb,, 
877.) 

See  Cause  of  Actiok,  S.  4.  5. 
See  Married  Woven,  12. 


GUARANTY. 

1.  A  contract  to  be  "  accountable  that 
B.  will  pay  you  for  glass,  paints,  Ac, 
which  he  may  require  in  his  business, 
to  the  extent  of  fifty  dollars,"  is  a  con- 
tinuing guaranty.  The  limitation  is 
not  of  the  credit  to  6,  but  of  the  er- 
tent  of  the  guarantor  s  liability.  The 
doctrine  of  Uatet  agt.  McKee  (3  Kern., 
232,)  re-affirmed.  (Rindge  agt.  Jud- 
son,  U  N.  Y.  R.,  64.) 

2.  Where  a  defendant  by  a  ralid  written 
guaranty,  undertakes  unconditionally 
to  pay  a  turn  loaned  on  the  security 
thereof  to  a  third  person,  on  his  failure 
to  pay  within  a  stipulated  time  from 
the  date  of  the  guaranty,  and  after 
thirty  days'  notice  of  the  principal's  de- 
fault, it  is  not  essential  to  a  right  of 
aotion  that  payment  was  demanded  of 
the  principal.  It  is  enough  that  the 
principal  failed  to  pay,  and  that  the 
defendant  was  notified  of  the  default 
thirty  days  before  suit  brought.  (Eatt 
River  Bank  agt.  Rogers,  7  Bosto., 
493.) 


OUARDIAN. 

1.  An  ififant  ylaiiUiff  cannot  oommenoe 
an  aotion  without  the  appointment  of  a 
gwordum.  {Fnybfrg  »«t.  PeUrin, 
ante,  202.) 


2.  When  foeh  an  aeUoii  Is 
without  such  appointment,  the-defeBd- 
ant  may  move  to  eei  aeido  the  mmmtme, 
and  complaint,  ^.,  for  irregmlariiy. 
fie  is  not  eonflned  to  his  remedy  by 
answer  in  the  natun  of  a  plea  in  abaia- 
'      {Id.) 


See  Railroad  Coxpaezbs,  46. 
See  IvFAVT,  4. 

HIGHWATS. 

1.  A  highway  oMmot  be  laid  out  oy«r 
grounds  acquired  by  a  rattroad  eorpo- 
ration  for  the  site  of.  an  engine-boue, 
Ac,  necessary  for  its  use  at  a  station. 
{Alhawy  Northern  R.  R.  Co,  act. 
BrowneU,  24  N.  Y.  R.,  345.) 

2.  An  injunction  suit  will  lie  to  restr^n 
highway  commissioneit  from  taking 
possession  of  such  a  site .     (Id,) 

3.  It  seems  that  an  ii^nnotloD  suit  will 
not  lie  in  a  case  where  the  eommis- 
doners  would  have  the  right  to  lay  oni 
a  highway,  but  fail  to  aequire  juris- 
diction, or  where  their  proeeadiaigs 
were  irregular.    (Id.) 

4.  The  statute,  (eh.  62  qf  1853,)  in  aa- 
thorisiog  the  construotion  of  highways 
across  railroad  tracks  without  compen- 
sation, does  not  riolate  the  constitu- 
tional proviflions  againsf  taking  private 
property  for  public  use  or  impsiring  the 
obligation  of  contracts.    (M.) 

5.  The  title  which  a  railroad  oorporaUon 
acquires  to  its  track  is  qualified  as  be- 
ing taken  for  public  use,  and  is  subject 
to  the  exercise  by  the  legislature  of  all 
the  powers  to  which  the  franchises  of 
the  corporations  are  subject.     (Id,) 


6.  Ground  adjoining  a  saw-mill  and  i 
for  pilinc  logs,  but  whose  limits  an 
not  fixed  by  fences  or  other  risible 
marks,  nor  by  definite  occupation,  is 
not  within  the  statute  (1  R,  S.,  p,  614, 
$57,)  prohibiting  the  laying  out  of 
public  roads  through  mill  yards.  (Peo- 
pU  ex  rel.  WilHame  agt.  Xmgmtmy  24 
N.  Y,  R.,  559.) 

7.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  oommisaionarsy 
in  laying  a  highway  over  such  ground^ 
to  leaTO  a  sumoient  area  for  the  use  of 
the  mill -owner,  and  their  discretion  as 
to  the  quantum  is  not  reviewablo  in 
any  other  proceeding.     (Id.) 

8.  The  ditch  or  canal  by  which  the  watar 
is  conducted  to  a  mill  is  not  abuUdiiig» 
fixture  or  erection  within  the  meaniac 
of  the  statute.    A  highway  mj  hi 
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laid  along  it>  eompreh^nding  it  in  whole 
or  in  part  within  the  lindtf  of  the  road ; 
but  if  neoenarr  to  worlE  the  road  to  ita 
entire  width,  it  most  he  bjr  ao  eon- 
atneting  a  roadwajr  over  the  ehannel 
aa  not  to  ohatraet  the  flow  of  water. 
(Id.) 
0.  It  ia  not  essential  to  a  highway^  at 


I  law  or  nnder  oar  statute,  that 
it  be  a  thoroughfare.  A  road  maT  be 
laid  out  by  the  public  authority  which 
has  no  issue  at  one  extremity,  and 
abuts  upon  priTa.te  ground.    (Id.) 

10.  Where  the  grantees  and  those  elalm* 
Ing  under  them  had  been  in  the  aetnal 
possession  of  the  lands  adjoining  the 
publio  road,  for  more  than  seventy 
years,  under  a  deed  whioh  bounded  the 
premises  easterly  by  the  road  or  public 
highway,  without  any  words  indicating 
a  Umitation  of  the  eastern  boundary  to 
the  westerly  line  of  the  road,  held,  that 
the  words  of  the  grant  included,  by 
fair  interpretation,  the  one -half  of  the 
roadbed ;  and  that  they  were  in  the  con- 
struotlTe,  if  not  the  actual  possession 
of  the  western  half  of  the  road  bed, 
•aflieienUy  to  enable  them  to  maintain 
trespass  or  ejectment.  {Jhnnhatn  agt. 
WiUia$M,  36  Barb.,  136.) 

11.  An  appeal  lies  from  an  order  of  com- 
missioners of  highways,  laying  out  a 

E*  "  I  highway,  to  the  county  jvdse, 
rery  person  who  shall  conceive 
If  aggriered  by  such  determina- 
tion, provided  he  be  a  resident  tax- 
payer of  the  town,  and  as  such  liable  to 
assessment  therein  for  highway  labor. 
The  duty  of  referees  appointed  by  a 
county  judge  to  hear  and  determine  an 
appeid  from  an  order  of  commissioners 
of  highways,  stated.  (People  ex  rel, 
Ridgeway  agt.  Corielyott,  36  Barb., 
164.) 

IS.  Where  a  commissioner  of  highways 
institutes  proeeedings  under  the  statute 
of  1847,  for  a  re-assesement  of  the 
damages  of  a  person,  whose  land  has 
been  taken  for  a  road,  or  highway,  the 
owner  of  the  land  b  entitled  to  notice 
of  the  empaneling  of  the  jury,  and  of 
all  the  subsequent  proceedings  before 
them.  (People  ex  reL  Stephena  agt. 
Tallman,  36  Barb.,  222.) 

IS.  The  fact  that  a  road  has  been  used  as 
a  publio  highway  for  twenty  years  or 
more,  will  not  give  the  commissioners 
of  highways  the  right  to  prooeed  against 
an  individual,  for  an  encroachment 
thereon  by  fences,  unless  such  road  has 
been  duly  laid  out  in  conformity  with 
the  directions  of  the  highway-  act. 
<l>MgJtty  agt.  BriU,  S5  Barb.^  488.) 


14.  A  eoDunissioBer  of  highways  who  en- 
ters into  a  oontraet  with  an  individual 
for  work,  either  upon  highways  or 
bridges,  when  no  means  have  been  pro- 
vided by  the  town,  may  ineur  a  per- 
sonal liability^  but  cannot  impose  any 
liability  upon  his  successor  in  olBce,  or 
upon  the  town.  The  statute  does  not 
expresslpr  or  impliedly  authorise  su^ 
conunissioners  to  pledge  the  credit  of 
the  town  In  any  manner.  (Mather 
agt.  Crattford,  36  Barb.,  564.) 

16.  Commissioners  of  highways  have  the 
implied  power  to  construct  new  bridges ; 
especially  such  bridges  as  it  is  the  duty 
of  towns  to  make  and  keep  In  repair. 
But  in  no  case  have  they  any  power  or 
authority  to  oonstmot  bridges  at  the 
expense  of  the  town,  or  of  the  county, 
unless  they  are  eonneeted  with  and 
form  a  part  of  an  ezlfting  highway. 
(Id.)  *      ^ 

See  Baileoai)  Coxpaitibs^  S9.  40. 
41.42. 


HOMESTEAD  EXEMPTION. 

1.  The  exemption  of  property  under  the 
act  relative  to  homestead  exemptions 
is  a  mere  personal  privilege  which  the 
statute  secures  to  the  debtor  and  to  his 
widow  and  children  after  his  decease, 
whioh  does  npt  run  with  the  land,  and 
which  cannot  be  transferred  to  another 
with  the  land.  The  statute  does  not 
exempt  the  property  from  becoming 
bound  and  oHarged  by  a  judgment,  but 
from  a  sale  on  exeoutioo,  only  so  long 
as  the  exemption  shall  continue  in 
force.  A  judgment  against  the  owner 
of  the  homestead  will  have  priority 
over  a  mortgage  subsequently  executed 
by  him,  as  a  lien  upon  the  premises. 
(Smith  w^^.  Braekett,  36  Barb.,  671.) 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Where  the  ir{/^e,  after  her  husband  *s 
absence  for  five  successive  years,  and 
without  her  having  known,  during  that 
time,  that  he  was  living,  (tee  ZR.  8., 
227,  bth  ed.,)  married  a  second  hus- 
band, (Gryin  agt.  Banks,  ante,  213.) 

2.  Held,  that  the  first  marriage  was  only 
placed  by  the  law  In  abeyance.  It  only 
temporarily  suspended  the  rights  of  the 
first  husband,  unless,'  by  his  own  ne- 
glect or  acquiescence,  he  waived  or 
abandoned  tnem.    (Id.) 

3.  The  first  husband,  in  thb  case,  having 
omitted  or  neglected  to  reeort  to  the 
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pr>pBf  fMBMdj,  hf  ftlittg  ft  bUl  and 
vrooeeding  in  the  raMuier  pnMribed 
07  tlM  tUtnto,  to  Minal  the  Toidablt 
(aMond)  marriftge,  tke  Utter  manria^ 
oon  tinned  in  foroa  after  the  death  of 
Ike  flnt  hasbaad,  aad  had  the  fame 
forae  and  effeet  aa  if,  when  it  was 
aelemnizedy  the  lint  huiband  tooa  net 
aftve.     (Id.) 

4.  A  d^ed  <2^  separation  between  hnsband 
and  wife,  which  is  without  considera- 
tion,  and  consequently  void,  does  not 
affect  the  husband's  rights  in  the  pre- 
pertj  and  business  of  the  wife,  or  the 
debts  oontraeted  in  her  name  ;  and 
wcfa  property  pasaea  to  his  assignee, 
in  an  aeaignrnmU  for  the  Wn^  qf 
trtditort*    (Id,) 

6.  Where  the  hauband  purchased  hunb^ 
for  the  building  of  a  house  on  real 
estate  which  he  ftiisely  represented 
belonged  to  him,  and  on  the  credit  of 
•wniiig  snch  property,  when  in  fact  the 
real  estate  at  that  time,  and  the  house 
afterwards  erected  upon  it  with  such 
lumber,  belonged  to  his  toife,  and  the 
house  was  built  with  her  knowledge 
and  approbation,  held,  in  an  action  in 
equity  by  the  plaistiiT  against  the 
husband  and  w{fe  for  the  prioe  of  such 
lumber,  that  the  facta  thus  established 
ereated  an  eqnitahle  lien  in  fkvor  of 
the  plaintiff  upon  the  real  estatCi  and 
it  was  thus  decreed.  (MtOtiee  agt. 
lAUie,  ante,  264. 

6.  In  thia  state  there  may  be  a  vtUid 
marriage,  though  not  formally  aolem- 
nixed  bv  a  clergymen,  or  consent  de- 
clared h^ore  a  nuigistrate.  (Hayes 
agt.  People,  ante,  452.) 

T.  If  parties  competent  to  contract,  in 
the  presenoe  of  witnesses,  agree  to- 
gether to  be  husbaaad  and  wife,  and 
afterwards  cohabit  and  recognize  each 
other  as  such ,  it  is  a  sufficient  marriage 
to  sustain  an  indictment  for  higamy, 
in  the  event  of  one  of  the  parties  hav- 
ing before  that  time  married  anotheri 
who  is  still  living.     (Id,) 

8.  The  rights  of  a  wife,  as  creditor  of  her 
huiband  under  the  law  of  Franoe, 
where  the  marriage  waa  contracted, 
continue  and  attach  to  the  property  of 
the  husband  where  he  abaadoaa  her 
and  dies  domiciled  in  this  state.  (Bon- 
ati  agt.  Welseh,  24  N,  Y.  R,,  1 57.) 

9.  Accordingly,  where  the  husband  had 
appropriated  the  proceeds  of  real 
estate  inherited  by  the  wife  during 
eovertnre,  and  she  waa,  by  the  French 
law  eatitlad  to  priority  of  fi^ymeniout 


of  his  eata*e»  heid,  thai  week  rigkt  to 
priority  exiata  aa  againat  hia  le^tMa, 
though  the  property  bequeathed  had 
all  been  acquired  by  him  io.  thia  atato 
subsequent  to  hia  deaertion  oC  tha  wifis- 
(Id.) 

10.  A  husband,  indebted  to  his  wifs  in 
the  sum  of  one  thousand  five  hundred 
dollars  and  interest,  for  property  which 
belonged  to  her  at  law,  and  in  the 
further  sum  of  two  thousand  doHan, 
with  interest,  for  which  equity  would 
have  regarded  her  aa  a  creditor,  trana- 
ferred  to  the  wife  property,  real  and 
peraonal,  to  the  value  of  aixteea  thos- 
aand  dollars.  Such  tianaCer,  it  aeanay 
ia  not  to  be  regarded  aa  voluatary. 
(Babeoek  agt.  Edsler,  24  ^.  F.  JB., 
623.) 

11.  Buty  if  volnntaiy,  the  huabanrf  re- 
toining  property  of  the  value  of  ton 
thouaaAd  dollara^  and  being  indebted 
in  only  the  aum  of  nine  hundred  dol- 
lan,  there  ia  no  legal  preaunptloa  of 
fraud*  but  the  queatiooi  iaona  of  fatfU 

12.  The  intent  to  defVaud  muat  be  infer- 
able from  the  oircnmatonoea ;  aad,  if 
the  facts  show  that  the  settlement  npon 
the  wife  waa  a  proper  and  reaaonable 
one,  in  the  condition  of  the  huabaad'a 
eaUto  at  the  time,  U  wiU  not  be  invmli- 
dated  by  hia  auheequent  inabilitj  to 
pay  a.  debt  then  exiating.    (IdJ) 

See  SiARRiBD  Woasir,  4.  6. 
See  WiTxsas»  9. 


INFANT. 

1.  An  infant  plaintiff  eannot  ooniBMBee 
an  action  without  the  appointment  of 
a  guardian.    (Frayberg  agt.  PeUrim^ 

ante,  202.) 

2.  Where  such  aa  action  ia  eommenMd 
without  such  appointment,  the  defend- 
ant may  move  to  set  aside  the  summons^ 
and  complaint,  ^.,  for  irregularis, 
H^  ia  not  oonfined  to  hia  remedy  by 
anawer  in  the  nature  of  a  pto*  In 
abatement.    (Id.) 


3.  The  enlistment  of  a  reeruUf 
eighteen  years  qf  age,  in  the  naoal 
service  of  the  United  Statea,  withoni 
the  oonaent  of  Jiia  parents  or  guardian, 
is  not  bindia^  or  obligatory,  aUhoagh 
he  took  an  oath,  when  he  enlisted,  that 
he  waa  twenty-ODa  yeara  of  a^.  The 
oath  can  only  be  oonoloaiva  against  the 
reenit,  and  not  afainat  otham  aInUi- 
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ingAlegftlrigbttohlBflerriees.  (Mat- 
ttr  of  Oearge  B.  Wtibh,  ante,  247.) 

4.  It  is  irregalar  to  ioBtitute  proceedings 
in  partition  on  behalf  of  an  infant 
without  first  obtaining  the  authority  of 
the  oourt.  And  it  is  erroneous  to  al- 
low an  infant  to  aet  in  such  prooeedings 
by  guardian  without seouritj.  (Clarh 
agt.  Clark,  14  Ahb.,  299.) 

6ee  lUx&BOAD  Companibs^  46. 


INKEEEPERS. 

1.  Innkeepers  are  answerable  for  the 
honesty  of  their  guests  as  well  as 
their  servants.  In  an  aotion  against 
ionkeepers  by  a  guest,  to  reeover  the 
Talue  of  property  lost  by  the  latter, 
pvoof  of  the  loss  or  larceny  of  the 
goods  from  the  room  occupied  by  the 
guest,  is  alone  sufficient  proof  of  care- 
husness  on  the  part  of  the  innkeepers. 
What  will  amount  to  carelessness  on 
the  part  of  a  guest,  which  will  excuse 
the  innkeepers.  {Oils  agt.  X«&by,  36 
N,  Y.  R.y  70.) 

2.  The  relation  of  innkeeper  and  guest 
must  exist  in  all  cases,  or  tffe  liability 
of  the  former,  as  such,  does  not  attach. 
TIm  accepting  and  keeping  of  the 
goods  of  a  guest  is  aoceisoi^  to  the 
contract  implied  by  law.  Where  an 
innkeeper  receiTes  the  property  of  a 
person  who  is  not  in  fact  his  guest,  his 
responsibility  is  not  that  of  aa  inn- 
keeper but  of  an  ordinary  bailee  for 
hire.  (JfigoJrdM  agt.  IKood,  86  £arb., 
452.) 


INJUNCTION. 

1,  Where  the  defendants  in  an  action  in 
this  oourt,  brought  by  a  non-resident 
plaintiff,  obtained  judgment  against 
the  plaintiff,  from  which  the  plaintiff 
appuUed,  and  filed  security  on  appeal ; 
and  pending  the  appeal  the  defendants 
commenced  an  action  against  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  sureties,  on  the  bond  giren 
as  security  for  costs,  in  a  district  court, 
where  the  plsintiff  appeared,  and  the 
aotion  was  tried  and  resulted  in  a  Judg- 
ment ag»inst  the  plaintiff,  on  which 
judgment  the  plaintiff  mored  for  a  stay 
of  prooeedincs  until  his  appeal  was 
decided,  whicb  was  denied,  and  he  then 
appealed  to  the  oonsmon  pleas.  (  Van 
Ftecefe  agt.  Clark,  ante,  190.) 

3.  Held,  that  although  the  defendants 
should  not  be  allowed  to  collect  on  the 
bond  for  security  for  oosts,  the  moneys 


which  thoy  would  not  be  allowed  to 
eoUeot  directly  on  execution,  until  the 
appeal  was  decided,  yet  the  plaintiff's 
remedy  was  not  by  aotion  and  an  i»- 
jvnction  to  stay  the  proceedings  on  the 
judgment  in  the  district  court;  but  he 
should  hare  mored  this  oourt  before  a 
judgment  was  recorered  on  the  bond, 
for  an  order  staying  any  action  on  Uie 
same  until  the  decision  qf  the  appeal. 
Not  haying  done  this,  his  remedy  by 
action  and  injunction  was  too  late,  as 
judgment  had  been  rendered  against 
him  in  a  court  oyer  which  this  court 
had  no  control.     (Id,) 

8.  When  an  injunction  order  has  been 
allowed,  and  the  same  has  been  serred, 
and  the  parties  in  the  suit  have  ap- 
peared and  taken  steps  in  the  aotion, 
and  acquiesced  in  the  injunction,  no 
judge  has  authority  to  modtfy  it  ex 
parte,    (Peek  agt.  Yorks,  ante,  363.) 

4.  Section  324  of  the  Code  was  designed 
to  allow  a  judge  who  had  hastily  or 
improyidently  granted  an  order  to  rec- 
tify the  error,  \f  applied  to  inmetU- 
ately,  and  hrfore  any  steps  are  takon 
in  the  action.  It  was  not  intended  to 
give  an  unlimited  right  to  racate  orders 
granted  ttrjMirJe.     (Id,) 

(.  An  injunction  caa  only  be  granted  ' 
where  it  appears  by  the  complaint  that 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  de- 
manded,  and  also,  that  it  appears  by 
affidavit  that  sufficient  grounds  exisW 
therefor.  A  defendant  may  move  to 
vacate  it,  either  upon  the  complaint 
and  affidavits  on  which  it  was  granted, 
or  upon  afidavita  .on  his  part,  with  or 
without  answer;  aoid  the  plaintiff  nay 
oppose  the  motion  by  affidavita  in  addi- 
tion to  those  on  whiob  the  injunctioa 
was  granted.  (Fowler  agt.  Bums, 
7  Bosw,,  638.) 

6.  An  injunction  jwndaii^a  Ute,  should  not 
be  granted  on  li^t  grounds,  nor  in 
doubtful  oases.  Where  the  ri|^t  is  not 
dear,  or  the  dancer  great,  or  the  appre- 
hended mischief  irrenarable,  the  in- 
junction should  not  be  granted  until 
the  rights  of  the  parties  are  ascertained 
and  settled  upon  full  proof,  on  the  final 
hearing,  and  the  right  to  it  is  esta- 
blished. (Re^eld  agt.  MlddUUnh 
7  Bosw,,  649.) 

7.  An  injunction  will  not  be  granted  be« 
fore  judgment  for  any  purpose  where 
such  purpose  can  be  attained  by  other 
ordinary  processes  of  the  law.  It  ou^ht 
not  to  issue  for  the  purpose  of  restrain- 
ing a  judicial  officer  from  transeending 
hU  jurisdiction— «  writ  of  prohiMUoA 
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being  tht  proper  remedy  in  sneh  a  eue. 
It  should  not  require  the  performaACO 
of  any  act,  but  should  only  forbid  per- 
fomwnoe.  (  Ward  agt.  £el$ey,  U  Abb,, 
106.) 

8.  B  turns  that  summary  proeeedings  to 
recover  possession  of  land  can  be  re- 
strained by  injunction  only  when  they 
are  used  for  the  purposesV  fraud.  (Id.) 

See  Tradb-Mark,  1.  2.  3.  4. 

See  Rbcbiybrs,  7. 

See  Municipal  Corporatiovs^I.  2. 

8.8. 
See  HiGHWATB,  1.  2.  8.  4.  5. 
See  Pabtxebs  ahd  Pabthbrships, 

21. 


INQUBST. 
See  Sbbticb,  1.  2. 

INST7BAKCB  OOMPAKIES. 

1.  A  marine  potiey  of  insurance  ''upon 
the  whole  tackle,"  fto.  of  a  ressel, 
containing  a  warranty  that  **  the  pro- 
perty is  free  from  all  liens,"  parol  eyi- 
denoe  is  admissible  that  the  property 
insured  was  the  owner's  equity  of  re- 
demption in  the  vessel  which  was  sub- 
ject to  certain  mortgages  known  to  the 
insurer.  {BidwM  agt.  North  Western 
Int.  Co..  24  N.  Y.  R.,  802.) 

2.  The  existenoe  of  such  mortgages  is  no 
breach  of  the  warranty.    (Id.) 

8.  Is  a  prospectus,  distributed  by  a  life 
insurance  company,  admissible  to  vary 
a  provision  in  a  policy  issued  by  it? 
A  disposition  indicated  to  re-examine 
this  question,  disouased  between  the 
same  parties  (28  N.  F.,  618.)  (jRnse 
agt.  MvtwU  L^e  Int.  Co.,  24  N.  Y. 
R.,  668.) 

4.  Premium  notes  given  by  the  insured 
each  for  twenty  times  the  amount  of 
the  premium  paid  in  cash,  upon  con- 
tracts of  insurance  made  after  the  act 
of  June  25,  1863,  providing  for  l^e  in- 
corporation of  Are  insurance  companies, 
took  effect,  are  illegal  and  void,  and 
eannot  be  enforced  against  the  maker. 
(Otit  agt.  Harriton,  86  Barb.,  210.) 

8.  One  having  an  interest  in  the  continu- 
ance of  the  life  of  another,  as  his  cre- 
ditor, may  insure  the  life  of  the  debtor, 
and  the  contract  for  such  purpose  will 
be  valid  and  binding.  The  fact  that 
the  debt  is  due  to  the  creditor  as  a 
i^fpber  of  a  partnership,  and  tto/m  an- 


other partnership  firm,  of  wMeh  the 
person  whose  life  is  insured  is  a  mem- 
ber, does  not  affect  the  rule.  (Aoioit 
agt.  American I^f tint.  Co.,  36 .Barb., 
357.) 

6.  The  contract  of  A-e  insurance,  being  a 
more  personal  ccmtraot,  in  no  way  at-  ' 
taohed  to  or  running  with  the  real  pro- 
perty insured,  it  does  not  pass  with  it, 
without  aasLgnment  of  the  policy, 
either  to  a  grantee  or  an  heir.  The 
executor  or  administrator  is  the  only 
one  who  can  make  the  contnot,  and 
enforce  it.  (Wtftnan  agt.  Protttr,  36 
Barb.,  368.) 

7.  A  stipulation  in  a  policy  of  lire  in- 
surance, that  the  insurance  sliall  be 
void  in  case  the  assured,  or  any  dhei 
person  with  his  knowled^,  shsil  havs 
existing,  during  the  oontSsuanee  of 
the  policy,  any  other  insarance  nn  the 
property  not  notified  to  the  incmen 
and  mentioned  in  or  indorsed  upon  the 
policy,  is  a  material  part  of  the  con- 
tract between  the  partlea,  one  whiek 
they  have  a  light  to  make,  and  the 
violation  of  which  renders  the  policy 
void.  (Cfilbert  agt.  Phcenix  htt.  Co., 
86  Barb.,  872.) 

8.  Where  the  insurers,  in  puBiianee  of  a 
provision  oontained  in  their  noUsv, 
have  elected  to  pay  the  loei  by  nre,  by 
restoring  the  bnuding  burned,  they 
cannot  be  required  to  pay  in  any  other 
way.  No  action  will  lie  upon  the  poUey 
until  the  neglect  of  the  inmtrocs  to  cosi- 
ply  with  their  offer  to  rebuild,  within  a 
reasonable  time.  And  no  action  will 
lie,  upon  the  policy,  after  the  insured 

'  has  refused  to  allow  the  inrarea  to 
enter  upon  the  premises  to  rebuild,  and 
has  himself  prooeeded  to  rebuild,  with- 
out waiting  for  the  expiration  of  the 
thirty  days  within  which  the  insureis 
were  entitled  to  make  their  electloB 
to  rebuild.  (BtaU  agt.  Home  hm. 
Co.,  86  Barb.,  614.) 

9.  Where  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  a 
building  occupied  as  an  india-rubber 
facto^,  and  on  property  and  machineiy 
oontained  therein,  witii  an  exceptidn 
that  the  company  were  not  to  be  res- 
ponsible in  case  of  loss  or  damace  *'  by 
explosion  of  any  kind,"  Md,  the  pn- 

Krty  having  been  burned  up,  caused 
,  an  explosion  of  a  steam  boiler 
therein,  that  the  eompany  was  not 
liable  for  the  Iom,  even  though  a  steam 
engine  was  necessary,  and  ordinarily 
used  in  the  caRying  on  of  an  india- 
rublwr  factory.  (Hojfward  agt.  I49- 
erpool  4r  London  Int.  Co.,  7  Memo., 
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See  Foreign  IvsuitjLRCB  Compa- 
nies. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Pro- 
mssoRT  Notes,  2.  3.  4. 

See  Admiralty,  13. 14. 

S«e  Complaint,  IS. 


IRRBLBVANT  AND  REDUNDANT 
MATTER. 

1.  A  motion  nnder  §  160  of  the  Code,  to 
strike  ont  irrelevMit  matters,  eumot 
prevail  to  strike  out  awAoJe  eomplaUU. 
(Howell  agt.  Knickerbocker  U/e  Ins. 
Co.,  ante,  475.) 

2.  Whether  matters  set  np  in  a  eom- 
plaint,  which  are  intended  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action,  do  or  do  not  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,  most  b«  tested 
by  demurrer.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  matters  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, hy  waj  of  excuse  for  not  pay- 
ing the  premium  on  a  life  policy  of  in- 
surance on  the  day  it  fell  due,  were 
proposed  to  be  stricken  ont  under  sec- 
tion 160,  held,  that  if  they  did  not  fur- 
nish a  legal  excuse,  the  plaintiff  had 
no  cause  of  action  to  recoTcr  on  the 
policy ;  but  they  were  not  so  palpably 
Immaterial  in  making  out  a  good  cause 
of  action  as  to  be  disposed  of  summa- 
rily, and  to  justify  the  eourt  in  pro- 
nouncing the  complaint  bad.  The  de- 
fendants must  be  put  to  their  demitr- 
rer.    (Id.) 

See  Answer,  7. 
See  Motion,  4. 


JXTDaMBNT. 

1.  The  right  of  a  defendant  to  ^sriMd^- 
meni  under  seotion  886  of  the  Code,  in 
an  action  regularly  commenced  against 
him,  is  not  limited  to  cases  in  which  he 
would  only  confess  apart  of  the  plain- 
tiff's claim.  The  offer  may  be  for  the 
faU  eum  demanded  in  the  plaintiffs 
summons  and  complaint.  (Roes  and 
Bwrdicktkgi.  Bridge,  ante,  163.) 

3.  An  order  or  decree  of  the  court,  en- 
tered after  trial  on  a  reference,  that 
the  plaintiff  hare  judgment  for  a  cer- 
tain amount  against  ue  defendant  as 
administrator,  and  that  he  pay  said 
moneys  into  court,  to  await  tM  further 
order  qf  the  eourt,  and  to  be  distributsd 
according  to  Utw,  is  a  final  judgment 
against  the  defendant  as  between  the 
parties.    (Chray  agt.  Cook,  ante,  432.) 


3.  The  defendant  may  be  nrooee^  _ 
against  upon  such  judgment  Dy  exicu- 
tion  to  collect  such  moneys,  under  §286 
of  the  Code;  but  a  proceeding  by  aa 
order,  as  for  a  contempt  and  attachmeni 
against  him,  is  ynauthorized.    (Itf.) 

4.  Where  a  copy  of  a  decree  or  judgment, 
for  the  payment  of  money,  is  serred  on 
the  defendant  without  any  demand  for 
payment  being  made,  he  cannot  be  con- 
yicted  as  of  a  contempt  in  not  paying 
oyer  the  money :  there  must  be  a  de^ 
mand  and  rtfusal  to  authorise  proceed- 
ings for  a  contempt.     (Id.) 

6.  A  judgment  by  confession  entered  upon 
an  insufficient  statement,  but  not  im- 
peached for  actual  fraud,  is  good  af 
between  the  parties.  (MiUer  agt. 
SarU,UN.  F.  A.,  UO.) 

6.  Where  the  property  of  the  defendant 
has  been  sold  nnder  an  execution  upon 
such  a  iudgment,  the  purchaser's  title 
cannot  be  impeached  by  a  creditor  hay- 
ing no  judgment  or  lien  on  the  property 
at  the  time  of  the  leyy.    (Id.) 

7.  A  judgment  by  eonfessioo  is  yalid  as 
between  the  parties,  though  the  state- 
ment on  which  it  Is  founded  does  not 
conform  to  the  Code  in  setting  forth  the 
origin  and  particulars  of  the  indebted- 
ness. (Neuebmm  act.  £em,  S4  JT. 
F.  R.,  326.) 

8.  Such  a  judgment,  therefore,  upon  proof 
of  its  bonafidee,  anthoriiea  the  ereditoar 
to  impeach  a  f randoleut  Imiiif  er  by  bii 
debtor.    (Id.) 

9.  A  statement,  it  seems,  is  saffldent 
nnder  the  Code,  which,  after  dedariag 
that  the  plaintiff  had  sold  »ad  deUyerad 
to  the  debtor  large  quaatitief  of  meal 
in  1864  and  1866,  ayerred  that  then 
was  justly  due  him,  upon  sneh  sales,  a 
balance  of  $2,114,  with  interest  from 
January  18,  1866.    (Id.) 

10.  The  attestation  of  a  judgment  of  a 
state  court,  in  order  to  make  it  eyldenoe 
in  another  state,  under  the  aot  of  Con- 
gress, must  be  sisned  by  the  clerk :  the 
attestation  of  a  deputy  elerk  is  insoffl- 
oient.  (iroiT<tagt.PateMfi)24^.F. 
R.,  394.) 

11.  Such  a  defect  is  not  cured  by  the  oer- 
tificate  of  the  presiding  ma^trate  of 
the  state  court  that  the  attestation  is 
in  due  form,  and  authorised  by  the 
state  law.  It  is  immaterial  that  the 
atitestation  conforms  to  the  law  of  the 
stiate:  it  must  conform  to  the  aet  of 
Congress.     (Id.) 
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12.  loordertomftketheiceordofajmlg- 
meat  eTidenM,  it  mnit  be  lignad  bj  the 
ofieer  ftnthorixed  bj  law^  ftnd  nrast 
bftre  b«en  filed  in  the  proper  oftee. 
Where  the  record  iteelf  }kiU  to  show 
these  ^sseniiiUs  to  its  ralidity,  U  $um$ 
th*t  it  is  inadmissible  to  sustain  pro- 
eees  founded  thereon,  even  though  %U 
tested  in  the  manner  required  by  the 
aet  of  Congress  to  anthentieate  a  judg- 
ment.   {Id.) 

18.  A  statement  is  snffieient  to  authorise 
the  entry  of  judgment  by  confession, 
under  section  383  of  the  Code,  which 
sets  forth  tliat  '*  the  plaintiff  has  this 
day  indorsed  my  notes,  payable  at  bank 
for  |0,00a  in  all,  for  my  aooommoda- 
tion,  and  to  enable  me  to  negotiate 
said  notes,"  without  any  further  de- 
scription of  the  notes.  {BopkMt  agt. 
JVW»o»,  24  N.  Y.  R.y  518.) 

14.  A  judgment  recorered  in  a  court  of 
record  of  a  sister  state,  having  juris- 
diction of  the  parties  and  of  the  action, 
is  oondlnsiTe  in  a  suit  brought  upon  it 
in  the  courts  of  this  state;  and  the 
defendant  cannot  litigate  the  question 
whether  the  complaint  contained  in  the 
record  of  that  judgment  states  facts 
iuffloient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action ; 
nor  whether  such  cause  of  action  arose 
in  this  state,  and  by  the  laws  thereof 
no  recovery  could  be  had  upon  it.  Nor 
can  such  judgment  bq  impeached  by 
proof  that  it  was  reeoTcred  upon  an 
allegatioB  of    misrepresentation   and 

.  warranty  of  goods  sold  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff,  and  proof  that  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  the  action, 
the  defendant  sued  the  plaintHF  in  a 
justice's  court  of  the  same  state,  and 
recovered  a  judgment  therein  before 
the  trial  of  the  action  against  him,  for 
the  balance  due  upon  the  contract  price 
•f  such  goods.  (PhUlipit^.Goi^ey, 
7J?arb.,  160.) 

15.  The  885th  section  of  the  Code  does 
not  provide  for  entering  a  judgment 
upon  an  oil^r,  unless  the  offer  be  un- 
conditional, and  leaves  no  facts  to  be 
ascertained  and  determined,  to  autho- 
rise the  entrr  of  a  judgment.  (Pinck- 
ntff  agt.  CMtda,  7  Batw,,  660.) 

16.  Where  an  action  hae  been  tried  before 
the  court  without  a  juiy,  the  only  au- 
thority for  entering  judgment  is  the 
decision  of  the  judge;  therefore,  a 
reference  to  compute  the  amount  of 
the  recovery,  if  not  authorised  by  the 
decision,  is  irregular.  (Chamberlain 
agt.  JO$mftey,  14  Abb.,  )4t.) 


17.  On  a  trial  by  the  eonrt  witboBi  a  jvy, 
the  failure  of  the  judge  to  speeify  the 
relief  granted,  or  the  determinatioB  of 
the  action,  is  an  irregularity  wUeh 
may  be  taken  advantan  of  on  appeal 
from  the  judgment.     (I^) 

18.  A  judgment  obtained  in  aa  aetkn 
brought  to  have  a  deed  declared  to  be 
a  mortgage,  which  judgUMnt  deelaaes 
it  to  be  a  deed  and  not  a  mortgige, 
although  it  also  deeiarea  that  the 
grantor  is  tenant  of  the  grantee,  is  not 
evidence  on  this  latter  qMStien.  A 
judgment  oonolndea  tlie  pvtiea  only  as 
to  the  gHMuds  covered  by  it  aad  the 
liaets  neceasBiy  to  uphold  it.  In  eider 
to  make  a  judgment  record  evidence  to 
conclude  any  matter,  it  ahould  appear 
that  such  matter  was  in  isaoe.  (PeaaU 
ex  rtl.  lUUi^  agt.  Jolmmm,  14  AM., 
416.) 

See  Costs,  I*  2. 13. 

See  Dnnn,  8. 

See  SWP-OV7, 1. 

See  AvEVDinBirr^  1. 

See  Ihjuxctioh,  1.  2. 

See  BnoBiTSBSy  2. 

See  Ezscirriow  urn  LbtTj  6. 

See  COHSTABLB'S  BOKD*  1. 2.2.  i.  5. 

SeeSzBOVvoBB  abd  ADMUCinu- 

TOBS,  7.  8.  9. 
See  AnoBifBr,  1. 1.8.4.5.12. 12.14. 
See  Ai^PBAL,  17. 
See  MiJUtiBD  Wombb»  4.  5, 
See  HAin7rjLCTiiRiH«  Ooepoba- 

TIONB,  1. 


JTJBISDIOTION. 

1.  Where  a  justice  of  the  peace  issues  a 
warrant  on  a  complafait  for  bat^arif, 
and  the  defendant  is  airasted  and 
brought  before  the  said  justice  and 
onotasr  ju$tU$>  called  to  his  aid,  ] 
suant  to  the  statute,  and  the  defei 
not  being  ready  for  examination^  ap- 
pliea  for  an  adjournment  and  exeoutes 
the  proper  band  for  his  appearance  on 
the  adjourned  day,  there  is  no  braad 
qf  the  bond  by  the  failure  of  the  de- 
fendant to  appear  on  the  a4joaxned  day 
beforo  the  said  justice  and  a  d^vmt 
assoeiaf •  jiutUe,  the  fiwuer  aasociaie 
justice  being  absent*  (Psepis  agt. 
Boardmmn,  maU,  612.) 

2.  The  city  court  of  Brooklyn  has  juris- 
diction of  an  action  brought  against 
the  Brooklyn  Ferry  Company,  to  re- 
cover damages  for  an  iijury  to  the 
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plaintilTs  boat,  oaiued  by  a  oollbion. 
(Crqf^  agt.  Brooklyn'  Ferry  Co.,  S6 
Barb.,  201.) 

5.  Where  A.  brought  an  aotion  in  the 
county  court  against  B.,  to  recover 
damages  for  the  wrongfal  detention 
and  oonTsrsion  of  property,  and  B. 
denrarred  on  the  ground  that  the  oonrt 
had  no  jnrisdietion  of  the  subject  of 
the  action,  and  the  oonnty  oonrt  rend- 
ered a  deeision  sustaining  the  demurrer. 
Heid,  that  the  court  had  power  to  enter 
the  judgment  of  dismissal  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  awarding  ooets  to  the  de- 
fendant. When  a  court  has  the 
parties  in  an  action  before  it,  it  must 
necessarily  obtain  jurisdiction,  so  far 
arte  decide  whether  it  can  entertain 
the  suit;  that  is,  to  decide  whether  it 
has  iurisdietion  of  the  aotion.  (JRng 
agt.  PooU,  86  Barb.,  242.) 

4.  The  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New 
Tork  has  jurisdiction  of  aa  action  on 
contract  where  one  or  more  of  scTeral 
defendants,  jointly  liable  on  the  con- 
tract, reside,  or  are  personally  served 
with  the  summons  within  tliat  city. 
(Batis  agt.  Rtynolds,  7  Batw.,  685.) 

5  Under  section  161  of  the  Code  it  is 
necessary  in  pleading  the  determination 
of  an  officer  of  special  and  limited 
Juzisdictlon  to  dengnate  the  officer;  an 
ayerment  tiiat  such  determination  was 
duly  made  is  insufficient.  (  Carter  agt. 
KoezUy,  14  Abb.,  147.) 

6.  In  an  action  for  equitable  relief  where 
the  matter  in  dispute  does  not  exceed 
fifty  dollars  the  aotion  will  be  dismissed. 
(Sar^fieldH^.  VimVaughnarUAbb., 

See  CCBTIOBARI,  1. 

See  BuTKivo  GoBFOVATiom,  8. 

See  SURROOATKS'  COVBTS,  1.  2.  8. 
See  Jl7D€lfENT,  14. 

See  OouMCT  Coitbt,  1.  2. 
See  Attachxbvt,  6. 


JURY. 

See    FBiiVDVLBHT    Bbpbmbhta- 
tiobb,  1.  2. 

See  EjLZLBOAD  OoKVAVIBi. 

See  TbijLL,  1.  2.  8.  S.  11. 
See  Nbw  Trial,  5.  6.  7. 10. 
Bee  CojiSTXTimoirAL  Law>  6. 
See  AmA&>  18. 


JUSTICES  OF  THE  PEACE. 

1.  Where  a  justice  of  the  peace  issues  a 
warrant  on  a  complaint  for  boHardff 
and  the  defendant  is  arrested  and 
brought  before  the  said  justice  and 
another  juttiee  called  to  his  aid,  pur- 
suant to  the  statute,  and  the  defend- 
ant not  being  ready  for  examination 
applies  for  an  adjournment  and  exe- 
cutes the  proper  bond  for  his  appear- 
ance on  the  adjourned  day,  there  is  no 
breach  o^  tM  bond  by  the  failure  of  the 
defendant  to  a^^iear  on  the  adjourned 
day  before  the  said  justice  and  a  differ  ^ 
ent  aesodate  putice,  the  former  associ- 
ate justice  being  absent.  {People  agt. 
Boardman,  ante,  612.) 

2.  The  return  of  a  justice  of  the  peace 
to  a  certiorari,  under  the  Code,  must 
oontidn  all  the  testimony  reeeiyed  by 
him.  {Oroutt  agt.  CaJMU,  24  N.  F. 
«.,  678.) 

3.  Where  a  justice's  return  sets  forth 
evidence  in  detail,  it  is  to  be  consid- 
ered as  stating  the  whole  testimdhy, 
unless  the  contrary  distinctly  appears. 
{U.) 

See  Appeal,  11.  12. 
See  Attachubht^  6. 


LAKES. 

1.  An  inland  lake,  Are  miles  long  and 
three-fourths  of  a  mile  wide,  haying 
no  current  and  no  main  inlet,  is  not  in 
any  legal  or  just  sense,  nayigable  wa- 
ter. Where  the  state  issued  a  patent 
embracing  a  portion  of  such  a  lake 
within  its  boundaries,  the  northern 
line  crossing  the  lake,  but  containing 
no  exception  of  the  lake,  nor  reserya- 
tion  of  it,  or  of  the  water,  held,  that 
the  grant  carried  the  southern  portion 
of  the  lake  to  the  grantee  absolutely, 
and  the  right  to  land  subsequently 
filled  in,  where  the  water  was  shallow, 
immediately  in  front  of  the  grantee's 
premises.  (Ledyard  agt.  Ten  Eyek, 
86  Barb.,  102.) 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  Where  a  monthly  tenant  occupies 
rooms  of  a  landlord,  with  an  agreement 
to  pay  rent  in  advance,  and  leayes  the 
premises  the  latter  part  of  the  mouthy 
he  is  not  liable  for  the  rent  of  the  s«5- 
se^uenf  month,  wbioh  has  not  becoma 
da««  (i'MJtact.jeamHCagft>«tfi>M70 
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3.  Where  it  ApMAied  ihftt  the  filth  f^m 
a  priry,  either  <m  or  atfjainmg  the 
premiaee,  flowed  over  the  apertmente 
ooonpied  by  the  tenant,  without  any 
faalt  on  hie  part,  and  rendered  them 
nnflt  to  oeoapy,  the  tenant  wae  jnsti 
fled  in  abandoning  them  under  the  pro 
▼ieioas  of  the  «  aet  in  relation  to  the 
rights  and  liabilities  of  owners  and  les- 
sors, and  of  lessees  and  occapanis  of 
baildings,'>  pasrad  April  18,  IMO.  iJd.) 

8.  The  injury  to  the  premises  contem- 
plated by  this  aet,  to  anthorixe  a  sur- 
render of  possession,  ranst  be  of  a  pby- 
sieal  nature,  such  as  if  done  by  the 
landlord  would  amount  to  an  tvictum 
of  the  tenant  from  the  whole  or  part 
of  the  dendsed  premises.     (Id,) 

4.  The  occupant  of  apartments  in  a  ten- 
emtttt  house  is  not  bound  either  to  see 
to  the  erection  of  a  proper  sink  or  privy 
upon  the  premises,  or  to  cause  it  to  be 
emptied  to  pre  rent  an  oTcrflow.  This 
is  a  matter  which  the  landlord  is  re- 

r'red  to  look  after  and  preTcnt,  or 
to  stand  to  the  consequences.  (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  lease  in  general  terms,  whe- 
ther for  life,  for  years,  or  for  a  single 
year,  of  land  in  which  an  open  mine 
exists,  oarries  the  right  to  the  lessee 
to  work  the  same.  And  the  right  of 
action  for  quarrying  and  taking  away 
the  stone  from  an  open  quarry,  is  yes- 
ted  in  the  lessee  named  in  the  lease  of 
such  quarry,  or  whoerer  has  his  in- 
terest in  it.  (Freer  agt.  Stolenhur, 
86  Barb.,  641.) 

6.  Where  in  an  action  against  the  de- 
fendant to  recover  rent  of  premises  oc- 
cupied by  a  third  person,  evidence  has 
been  given  of  a  conversation,  on  a  spe- 
cified day  between  the  landlord  and 
defendant,  tending  to  establish  a  hir- 
ing by  the  defendant,  and  an  agree- 
ment that  such  third  person  might  oc- 
cupy, and  the  defendant  would  pay  the 
rent,  it  is  error  to  exclude  evidence  of 
other  eotemporaneous  conversations 
between  the  landlord  and  defendant 
on  the  same  subject.  (Haleey  agt. 
Jarvis,  7  ^osto.,  461.)' 

7.  Where  a  wharf  or  pier  reclaimed  from 
tide-water  by  embankment,  or  by  rais- 
ing the  bottom  with  stone,  earth  or 
other  material,  it  is  a  tenement  within 
the  meaning  of  2d  Revised  Statutes, 
612,  which  authorises  summary  pro- 
oeedings  in  favor  of  a  landlord  to  reco- 
ver the  possession  of  houses,  lands  or 
tenements.  An  agreement  to  oonstmct 
a  whwf  to  ha  ocoapiedj  whenfinishedi 


by  the  gnatee,  at  astmOated  rent, 
aceompaaied  by  words  of  preeeat  de- 
mise, operates  as  a  lease.  (People  ex 
rel.  Ward  agt.  Kelsey,  14  Abb.,  872.) 

See  Etidbhcb,  4. 

Bee  OoyaKAiTTS,  1.  2. 

See  SpBcxric  PsBroavAVCB,  6. 

LBTTBBS  OF  ADBfmSTBATIOV. 
See  ExBCUTOBfl  An>  AoimrufBA- 

T0B8. 

See  SuBBOOJLTU'  Covbts,  8.  6.  7. 
8.9. 

LIBEL. 

1.  The  statuU  (ch.  ISO  qf  1854)  exempt- 
ing  from  proeeoution  for  libel  the  pub- 
lishers of  legislative  debates,  Ae.,  is 
prospective  only  and  is  no  defence  fcr 
a  publication  prior  to  its  enaetmeat. 
(Sar^ord  agt.  Bennett,  24  N.  Y.  R., 
20.) 

2.  The  publication  of  a  slander  nttersd 
by  a  murderer  at  the  time  of  his  exe- 
cution, is  not  privileged  either  under 

^that  statute  or  at  ulc  oonunon  law. 
(Id.) 

3.  The  statute  relates  only  to  statementi 
made  injudicial,  legislative  or  admin- 
istrative bodies  in  execution  of  sons 
public  duty.    (Id.) 


LIEN. 
See  Bbt-off,  1. 

See  BoABOXMO  Housa  Kbbpsbs,  I. 
See  Attobnbt,  1.  2. 8. 4.  5. 12.  lit 
14. 

See  Cbbditob'b  Sitxt,  1.  2.  8.  4.  0* 
10. 

See  BAKxnia  CobpobatiohSi  8. 4. 

See  ExBOUTioir  abd  Lbtt,  8. 

See  Vbbdob  and  Ybhdbb,  6. 

See  Hoicbbtbad  Bzbmptiov,  1« 

MANDAMUS. 

.  Chapter  876  of  1862,  required  the 
raising  by  tax  on  the  town  of  Genoa  ef 
the  interest  on  eertaia  bonds  ef  tket 
town,  the  money  to  be  received  sad 
paid  to  the  bondholden  by  commis- 
sioners appointed  for  that  parpcss. 
The  moneyhaving  bees  raised,  it  seems 
that  flBaaiaani  tothaaHWBiarioMn  if 
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^e  prop«r  TeiMdy  to  MiforM  paymeDt 
and  not  an  aetSon  agaiut  the  town. 
{PtopU  agt.  Mead,  UN,  Y,  £.,  114.) 

3.  Where  there  are  several  iBsnes  arising 
on  the  retom  to  a  writ  of  aitematire 
mandamiu,  whioh  are  snbmitted  to  a 
inry,  a  general  verdict  may  properly 
be  directed.  And  where  several  spe- 
cial issues  are  submitted  to  a  jury  who, 
nnder  instructions  of  the  court,  render 
ageneral  verdict,  such  verdict  is  equiv- 
alent to  finding  each  of  the  issues  in 
favor  of  the  party  in  whose  behalf  the 
general  verdict  is  formed.  (People  ex 
rel,  Hawrdhan  agt.  The  Board  of  PO' 
Uee,  U  Ahb.y  ni,) 

8.  On  motion  to  quash  the  return  to  a 
writ  of  alternative  mandamus,  where 
the  court  has  sustained  the  return,  it 
may  issue  a  pre-emptory  writ,  although 
the  issues  raised  by  the  return  are  found 
in  favor  of  the  defendant.    (Id,) 

4.  It  is  oompetent  for  the  jury  on  the 
trial  of  issues  in  mandamus  cases  to 
find  ageneral  verdict;  and  if  necessary 
the  court  will  give  it  effect  by  apply- 
ing it  to  the  issues  sepaiately.  (Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Peck  agt.  Board  of  PoHce, 
U  Abb.,  168.) 

Bee  SuFBBTXsoBS,  1.  2.  3.  4. 

See  GoNSTiTxiTiovAL  Law,  1.  2.  3. 

See  Chabitablb  axd  Bbxbtolbkt 

SOCIBTIBS. 

See  Railboad  CoMPABiBSy  23.  24. 

25. 
See  Municipal  Cobpobatiohs,  6. 


HANUFACTURING  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  A  judgment  against  a  corporation  as 
acceptor  of  a  draft,  is  prima  facie  evi- 
dence against  a  stockholder,  in  an  ac- 
tion to  enforce  his  individual  liability, 
that  the  draft  was  properly  drawn,  and 
duly  accepted  by  the  corporation. 
Where  the  name  of  an  individual  ap- 
pears on  the  stock  book  of  the  company 
as  a  stockholder,  the  burden  of  proving 
that  he  is  not  a  stockholder  is  cast 
upon  him.  (Hoagland  agt.  Bell,  86 
Barb,,  67.) 

2.  A  receiver  of  a  manufacturing  corpo- 
ration will  not  be  appointed  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  against  it  by  a  creditor  at 
largO)  who  seeks  for  a  dissolution  of 
the  corporation  and  the  distribution  of 
its  effects,  on  the  ground  of  its  insolv- 
•ncy,  and  that  its  tmttees,  instead  of 

itertlM  " 


of  the  company,  intend  to  fiMlUtata 
the  recovery  of  judgments  against  it, 
by  certain  creditors,  with  a  riew  to 
give  them  a  preference,  and  thus  te 
effect  alienations  of  the  property  con- 
trary to  law.  When  receivers  may  be 
appointed  nnder  the  statute,  of  the 
property  of  eorporattons  other  than 
moneyed  corporations.  (GoAoayagt. 
U.  S.  Steam  Sugar  RduUng  Co.,  86 
Barb.,  260.) 

See  Ag8i«NicBBT  fob  tmm  Bavaviv 
OP  Cbbditobb,  11. 


MARRIBD  WOMEN. 

.  WhereamarrMdwomaiicarrieeoBthe 
nUUinery  bueinees  upon  her  own  ac- 
count, and  purchases  goods  upon  credit 
for  such  business  on  her  own  account, 
an  action  may  be  brought  against  her 
the  same  as  if  she  were  unmarried,  and 
a  judgment  recovered,  and  the  amount 
collected  by  execution  out  of  property 
belonging  to  her  in  her  own  right. 
(This  agreee  with  the  ease  qf  Barton 
ag$.  Beer,  21  How.  Pr.  R.,  809.) 
(ir/e»agt.  GOmey,  ante,  81.) 

.  Where,  after  a  trial  and  rerdict  for 
rent  due,  judgment  was  entered  and 
execution  issued  against  tho  defendant, 
and  the  defendant  moved  to  set  aside 
the  judgment  and  execution  on  the 
ground  (disclosed  for  the  first  time)  that 
she  was  a  married  womaa^  held,  the 
evidence  showing  that  her  husband  had 
been  absent  from  the  state  a  long  time, 
and  tending  to  show  that  she  kept  a 
boarding-house  on  her  own  account, 
that  the  motion  be  denied,  with  coete, 
(CoUins  agt.  Heather,  ante,  182.) 

8.  Where  the  AiisbanJ  purchased  Iwnber 
for  the  building  of  a  house  on  real  es- 
tate which  he  faleeiy  represented  be- 
longed to  him,  and  on  the  credit  of 
owning  such  property,  when  in  fact  the 
real  estate  at  that  time,  and  the  house 
afterwards  erected  upon  it  with  such 
lumber,  belonged  to  hie  w{fe,  and  the 
honse  was  built  with*  her  luiowledge 
and  approbation,  held,  in  an  aetion  in 
equity  by  theplaintiff  against  the  Au#- 
band  and  wtfe  for  the  price  of  such 
lumber,  that  the  facts  thus  established 
created  an  equitable  lien  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  real  estate,  and  it 
was  thus  decreed.  (Mattice  agt.  LU" 
lie,  ante,  264.) 

4.  A  confession  of  iudgment,  without  ae- 
tion, by  a  married  woman  Is  veid,  al« 
thoBgfa  the  OQMidffAlioB  be 
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bonowod  for  uid  «ppU«d  to  (he  Im- 
proyement  of  her  sepurato  Mtate. 
(Watkin9  agt.  Ahrokamt,  M  if.  F. 
k.,  72.) 
6.  When  hnslmnd  and  wife  vnite  in  eon- 
fesring  a  jadfpnent,  it  may  be  retained 
ae  good  againat  the  bvebaBd,  thongh 
void  aa  to  the  wife.    (Id.) 

6.  At  common  law^  a  hnaband  is  entitled 
to  the  personal  property  and  ehoses  in 
aotion  of  his  wife,  and  they  are  vested 
in  him  at  her  death,  whether  lodneed 
to  possession  or  not,  in  yirtae  of  his 
marital  right,  and  not  of  his  right  to 
administration.  (Ryder  agt.  HuUe, 
24  N.  Y,  B.,  372.) 

7.  The  statutes  of  1848  and  1849,  for  the 
proteetion  of  married  women,  gave  no 
power  to  the  wife  to  dispose  by  will  of 
property  acquired  by  her  before  the 
passage  of  the  acts,  or  of  the  interest 
accruing  after  the  acts  upon  money 
previously  given  to  her,  or  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  her  own  labor  which  her  hus- 
band permitted  her  to  receive,  manage 
and  invest  in  her  own  name  and  aa  if  it 
were  her  own  property.    (Id,) 

8.  Evidence  of  such  a  oonrse  of  dealing 
by  the  wife  with  personal  property  be- 

Sueathed  to  and  earned  by  her,  and 
er  husband*s  declarations  that  she 
conld  give  her  money  to  whom  she 
pleased,  only  establish  an  omission  to 
exercise  his  marital  rights  in  her  life- 
time, and  do  not  imply  a  relinquish- 
ment of  his  rights  in  case  of  survivor- 
ship.     (Id.) 

9.  A  wife,  by  allowing  chattels  belong- 
ing to  her,  and  which  remain  in  specM, 
to  DO  employed  by  her  husband  In  the 
carrying  on  of  a  business  for  their  com- 
mon benefit,  does  not  devote  them  to 
her  husband  so  aa  to  render  them  liable 
for  his  debts.  (Sherman  agt.  Elder, 
24  N.  Y.  R.,  881.) 

10.  Otherwise,  it  9eem«,  aa  to  articles 
used  by  the  husband  ai  merchandise, 
whether  a  part  of  the  goods  belonging 
to  the  wife  before  marriage,  or  pnr- 
ohasad  out  of  the  earnings  and  aoeu- 
mulationi  of  the  business :  per  Allbh, 
J.    (Id.) 

11.  An  assignment  by  the  wife  of  the 
goods  and  chattels,  ''as  well  as  all 
claims  and  demands  for  any  portion  of 
them,*'  is  valid,  and  caries  the  right  of 
action  for  the  taking  by  a  creditor  of 
that  part  of  the  property  which  re- 
mained impede  and  was  not  made 
merohandiae,  though  used  by  the  hu- 
ba»dishishwiiM«i.    (U.) 


12.  The  faets  that  real  eatate  wai  «m- 
▼eyed  to  a  married  woman,  in  Oetobery 
1849,  and  that  theeonsideratiott  there* 
for  waa  paid  by  tha  husband;  that  a 
judgment  was  reoovered  against  the 
husband  in  Hay,  1847,  and  that  in  Oe- 
tober,  1851,  another  judgment  waa  re- 
covered against  the  hnsMnd  for  a  debt 
contracted  in  1847,  do  not,  of  them- 
selves, justify  the  conclusion  that  each 
conveyance  is  void  as  against  a  peiaon 
becoming  a  creditor  of  the  husband  in 
February,  1859.  No  conveyance  ahalt 
be  adjudged  fraudulent  as  against  ere- 
ditors  solely  on  the  ground  that  it  waa 
not  founded  on  a  valuable  considera- 
tion. The  sUtutes  of  1848  and  1849, 
in  relation  to  the  property  of  married 
women,  do  not  affect  the  question,  in 
such  case,  whether  the  deed  to  the  wife 
was  or  was  not  fraudulent.  (Tappa* 
agt.  Butler,  7  Boeio.,  480.) 

13.  A  married  woman,  by  covenanting  to 
pay  a  mortgage  as  part  of  the  purohaaa 
money  of  the  mortgaged  premisea  eon- 
▼eyed  to  her,  does  not  bind  hereelf  or 
any  of  her  separate  property  other  than 
the  land  so  conveyed,  unless  such  deed 
and  covenant  are  made  in  the  oonne  of 
a  trade  or  business  carried  on  by  her. 
(Brown  agt.  Herman,  14  Abb.,  294.) 

See  HcsBAif D  ajkh  Wnrm,  8.  9. 10. 

11. 12. 
See  DowsB,  1. 
See  WiTKBsa,  9. 


MASTEB  Am)  SEBYANT. 

1.  A  master  is  responsible  to  his  servant 
for  injuries  received  by  the  latter  from 
defects  in  the  building  in  which  tha 
services  are  rendered,  which  the  mas- 
ter knew,  or  ought  to  have  known. 
(Ryan  agt.  Fowler,  24  K.  F.  R.,  410.) 

2.  Held,  accordingly,  that  a  girl  injured 
by  the  fall  of  a  privy  attached  m  an 
insecure  and  dangerous  nmnner  to  tha 
factory  in  which  she  jras  employedy 
may  recover  damages  from  the  «m- 
ployer.    (Id.) 

3.  The  ease  of  Seymour  agt.  Maddoz 
(71  Eng.  L,  amd  Eq,,  820»)  ques- 
tioned.   (Id.) 

4.  A  master  who  has  not  taken  suHeient 
care  in  employing  servants  suitable  to 
the  work  undertaken,  or  who  has  failed 
to  direct  them  properly  In  its  perform- 
ance, is  liable  for  injuriea  to  othan 
arising  from  such  negleet.  (Carmitm 
agt.  The  Mayor,  4«.,  qf  New  York, 
14  Abb.,  301.) 

Sea  RaiiiMad  QowhnM,  34. 
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MBTROFOLITAN  POLICE. 

1.  Bj  §  80  of  the  mlM  of  tiie  eommis- 
turners  qf  the  Meiropaktan  poUce,  of 
the  oitj  of  New  Tork»  paaeed  vnder 
and  in  panveoee  of  27th  Motion  of  the 
Mt  of  the  legieUtnre  of  April,  1860, 
it  is  provided  that  the  raperintendent, 
inipeoton,  oaptnins  and  nrceanti  of 
polioe  will  be  deemed  to  be  tuwaye  on 
duty.    (Hart  agt.  SmUh,  ante,  425.) 

2.  Bt  the  3ith  aeetion  of  the  act  of  April, 
1860,  it  ifl  deolared  that  <<no  person 
holding  offiee  under  this  aet  shall  be 
liable  to  military  or  jary  duly,  nor  to 
arrest  on  civil  process,  or  to  service  of 
snbpoBnas  from  civil  courts,  vMst  ae- 
tuahy  on  duty.'*    (Id.) 

8.  Heldj  that  the  60th  section  of  the 
rules  of  the  commissioners  must  be 
considered  as  a  mere  rule  or  matter  re- 
lating to  discipline,  as  between  the 
commissioners  and  Uiose  holding  oflSee 
under  them.  It  cannot  be  deemed  to 
affect  in  any  manner  the  ri^te  nf  third 
parties  under  the  S4th  section  of  the 
act,  when  persons  holding  oiBce  under 
ih^meX  are  not  aebuMy  on  dusty.   (Id.) 

4.  Though  they  may  be  deemed  to  be  on 
duty,  yet  if  they  are  not  actually  on 
duty,  these  officers  are  liable  to  arreet 
and  to  be  served  vitheubpcmaa.    (Id.) 

b.  The  public  keeping  of  intoxicating 
liquors  on  Sunday  is  not  a  misdemeanor 
under  the  police  act  of  1860.  (Peo- 
ple agt.  Osmer,  ante,  461.) 

6.  An  order  was  given  to  the  relator  as  a 
member  of  the  Metropolitan  polioe  by 
one  of  its  sergeants  to  proceed  to  Ham- 
ilton avenue,  Brooklyn,  and  either  kill 
a  dog  which  had  bitten  a  child,  or 
bring  the  dog  to  the  station  house. 
The  relator  did  neither,  alleging  that 
the  order  was  illegal.  After  a  trial 
before  the  board  of  police,  he  was  re- 
moved for  disobedtenu  qf  orders. 
(People  ex  rsl.  Dillon  agt.  MetropO' 
Utan  poUce,  ante,  481.) 

7.  Held,  that  the  order  was  a  legal  and 
proper  one,  which  the  relator  was 
Dound  to  obey.    (Id.) 

8.  Such  a  case  is  not  one  in  which  this 
court  should  interfere.  The  disoipline 
of  the  police  force  of  a  large  city  to  be 
effectual  must  be  sharp  and  severe,  and 
vigorously  applied.  Disobedience  of 
orders  is  an  offence  which  should  not  be 
extenuated.    (Id.) 

9.  Where  a  person  is  anested  in  the  day 
tim«^ inlU dly of  BnoklyBt formu- 


lating a  city  ordinance,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  officer  to  take  him  before  a  po- 
lice justice,  or  one  of  the  iusticee 
elected  under  the  act  to  establish  courts 
of  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  is 
that  city,  passed  Match  24, 1840.  But 
where  Uie  courts  are  not  open  when 
such  arrest  is  made,  the  person  arrest- 
ed may  be  detained  at  the  station 
house,  but  cannot  be  imprisoned  in  a 
cell  at  the  station  house.  (Sdmtidtr 
agt.  McLane,  36  Barb.,  405.) 

See  Maxdamus,  2. 


MOKTaAGEE. 

1 .  A  mortgagee  may  midntain  a  personal 
action  against  a  grantee  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  wlu»  has  assumed  to  pay 
the  incumbrance.  (Burr  agt.  Beers, 
24^.  y.  Jl.,  178.) 

2.  He  may  pursue  this  remedy  without 
foreclosing  the  mortgage  and  without 
joining  the  mortgagor  as  defendant. 
(Id.) 

3.  An  instrument,  in  the  form  of  a  mort- 
gage, but  containing  the  name  of  no 
mortgagee,  does  not  become  eflbetual 
by  its  delivery  to  one  who  advances 
money  upon  the  agreement  that  he 
shall  hold  the  paper  as  security  for  his 
loan.  (Chawneey  agt.  Arnold,  24  if. 
y.  R.,  830.) 

4.  Whether  it  could  be  made  effectual  by 
parol  authority  fh>m  the  mortgagor  to 
insert  the  lender's  name  as  mortgagee : 
fliers.    (Id.) 

See  Bbbd,  1.  2.  8. 


MOBTGAGB  FOBBCLOSURB. 

1.  The  allowance  or  refusal  of  easts  in 
actions  for  the  strict  foreeloeure  <tf 
mortgages,  is  in  the  diserttion  of  the 
court.  (O'Hara  agt.  Brophy,  ante, 
870.) 

2.  Where  the  notice  prescribed  by  §  181 
of  the  Code  has  not  been  served,  it  does 
not  deprive  the  court  of  the  power  in 
equity  cases  to  award  costs  for  unrea- 
sonably defending,  against  defendants 
upon  whom  a  eo^  of  the  oomplaint  has 
been  served.     (Id.) 

3.  It  is  not  necessary  to  the  commence^ 
meast  of  any  action  that  a  copy  of  the 
complaimt  be  served  upon  the  defend- 
ant; he  is  brought  into  court  by  tha 
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4.  A  9aU  <^mortgagid  prmmtet  will  be 
td  atidS'  wh«re  the  owner  of  the  equity 
of  redempUon  appeaUd  i*  good  faith 
from  the  judgment  of  foreeloenre  of  the 
oonoU  oonrt,  hot  owing  to  imper/eet 
juitifieatiana  qf  hit  sureties  in  the  un- 
dertakings given  on  the  appeal,  the 
■ale  wag  not  ttajed,  and  the  plaintiff 
prooeeded  and  sold  the  premieee,  with- 
out notlee  to  the  owner  or  return  of  the 

X  undertaking!,  bidding  off  the  same  him  - 
self  or  by  his  agent  for  one -third  less 
than  their  real  "^ue,  and  taking  a  de- 
eree  against  the  owner  for  the  balance. 
(Gould  agt.  Ubbyy  ante,  440.) 

5.  An  asHgne^  qf  a  mortgage  takes  it 
snbjeet  to  the  same  equity  that  it  was 
■ukjeot  to  in  the  hands  of  the  osvignor, 
and  the  rule  that  it  is  only  an  equity 
residing  in  the  orig^nol  deMor,  and  not 
the  latent  equities  of  third  persons 
against  the  assignor  that  have  this 
effeet,  does  not  exclude  any  one  who 
so  far  stands  in  the  place  of  the  debtor 
as  to  have  acquired  his  equity.  It  does 
not  exclude  a  judgment  creditor  of  the 
debtor  claiming  to  redeem.  (Hartley 
agt.  Tatham,  ante,  605.) 

6.  Where  a  defendant  in  a  mortgage  fore- 
closure suit  has  snooeeded  to  the  rights 
of  the  mortgagor,  by  taking  a  deed  of 
the  premises  subject  to  the  mortgage, 
he  may  Insist  upon  the  faet  of  an  actual 
partial  payment  to  the  mortgagee, 
while  he  owned  the  mortgage ;  a  faet 
which  ordinary  precaution  would  have 
brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  as- 
signee, whether  he  had  inquired  of  the 
mortgagor  or  of  the  grantee.     (Id.) 

7.  An  assignee  in  bankruptcy  under  the 
act  of  1841,  who  has  notice  of  a  suit  for 
the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  pending 
against  the  bankrupt,  whion  he. could 
defend  in  the  name  of  the  bankrupt, 

^  if  bound  by  the  decree,  though  not 
made  a  party  nor  interrening  in  the 
suit.  (Clooeland  agt.  Bosnmh  24  N. 
Y.  R.,  618.) 

8.  A  seeme  that  the  assignee,  or  his 
grantees,  if  not  foreolosed,  were  limit- 
ad,  by  the  eighth  section  of  the  act  of 
1841,  to  the  period  of  two  years  for  the 
eorameneement  of  an  action  to  redeem 
the  land  mortgaged :  Per  Svthsrland, 
J. ;  DsMio,  Gould  and  ALLmr,  Js.> 
oonourring.    (Id.) 

9.  The  remedy  against  a  purchaser  who 
refuses  to  oomplete  his  purchase  on  a 
Mle  under  a  judgment  or  deeree  of  a 
oonrt  of  aquity ,  is  by  an  applieation  to 
tte  oMrl  to  eompal  ua  lo  cooiMa  ity 


or  to  resell  the  property  and  hold  him 
liable  for  the  loss  and  expenses.  A 
paper  signed  by  an  indiridnal  on  be- 
ooming  a  purehaaer  of  property  at  a 
sheriff's  sale,  is  not  a  eontraet,  either 
with  (h»  eherlff  or  the  plaintiff  in  the 
foreclosure  suit,  upon  which  an  action 
can  be  maintained  by  the  latter  as  the 
assignee  of  the  sheriff.  It  seems  thit 
the  conditions  of  a  sale  by  a  sheriff  on 
execution,  impoeing  upon  the  purchaser 
a  liability  to  pay  the  amount  of  say 
deficiency  in  case  of  a  resale,  will  not 
apply  to  any  case  except  that  of  a  re- 
sale made  forthwith,  upon  failare  of 
the  purchaser  to  pay  the  reonired  per- 
centage of  his  purchase.  (MiUer  ajt. 
CoUyer,  30  Barh.,  3»0.) 

10.  A  regular  foreclosure  by  advertiss- 
ment  under  the  statute,  of  a  mortgage 
which  has  in  faet  been  paid  before  fors- 
dosnre,  but  not  satisded  of  record,  sad 
the  sale  made  in  pursuaskoe  thevsof  to  a 
bona  fids  purshaaer,  is  aqulTaleat  to  a 
sale  under  a  deeree  in  equity;  and  is 
an  entire  bar  of  all  olaim  of  any  per- 
son havine  a  lien  by  judgment  subss- 
quent  to  uie  mortgage,  who  shall  have 
been  duly  serred  with  notice  of  ssle. 
The  mortgagor  and  hie  assigns  nay 
impeach  such  a  sale  by  showing  that 
the  fyroper  statutory  prooeedings  hare 
not  been  taken  to  render  the  forsclssara 
effeotnal ;  but  they  cannot,  after  being 
serred  with  notice  of  sale,  go  further 
and  show  that  the  mortgage  was  fraads- 
lently  foredoeed  after  having  been 
paid,  so  as  to  defeat  the  title  of  a  tose 
fide  purchaser  of  the  premises.  (fVsr- 
ner  agt.  Blakeman,  80  Barb.,  501.) 

11.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
given  to  secure  the  purahase  money 
agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  mortgaged 

S remises,  where  no  oovenant  in  tfae 
eed  has  been  broken,  and  no  fraud  on 
the  part  of  the  grantors,  it  is  no  de- 
fence that  a  part  of  the  premises  at  the 
time  of  the  conveyance  and  mortgage 
was  incumbered  by  an  unexpired  lease. 
Where  there  is  a  mutual  mistake  as  to 
a  material  fact  for  which  a  eoert  of 
equity  would  relieve,  a  party  desiring 
relief  on  that  ground  must,  on  dis- 
eoverfaig  the  mistoke,  ofltsr  to  rsseind. 
The  purchaser  in  such  ease,  there  beiog 
no  fraud,  cannot,  if  he  retain  the  pro- 
perty, avoid  paying  the  full  contiaet 
price.  (Sas4ford  agt.  Travere,  T 
Bosw.,  408.) 

See  MoBTAAOBy  1.  d. 
See  UsvBT.  9. 
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MORTOAOB  09  PERSONAL  PRO- 
PERTY. 

1.  No  eonffeyofwe  QUI  be  fnitoined  <m  the 
groand  of  good/aUh,  m  ftgftiiwt  a  prior 
unrteorded  mortgage  or  deed  for  value, 
Qnlen  made  for  a  valuabU  conaidtra- 
iion,  {Tiffany  agt.  Warrmy  afUe, 
203.) 

3.  An  honeat  existing  demand  \b  a  vala- 
able  coiuideration ;  bat  a  oonyeyanoe 
on  sQoh  ooDBideration  is  not  in  good 
faith  when  coming  in  oonfliet  with  a 
prior  conveyanoe  giren  foryalne.  It 
ifl  the  want  of  good  faith,  and  not  the 
want  of  a  valaable  consideration,  which 
prevents  full  effect  from  being  siren 
to  a  snbseqaent  convejance  made  on 
account  of  an  antecedent  debt.    (Id.) 

8.  It  was  well  established  on  principle 
and  aathority,  when  the  statute  in  re- 
lation to  filing  mortgaces  of  personal 
property  was  passed,  that  subsequent 
purchasers  and  mortgagees,  on  account 
of  pre-erieHng  indebtedMsti  were  not 
holders  in  good  faith,  when  their 
claims  were  brought  in  conflict  with  a 
jfrior  tuirecorded  mortgare  or  oonyey- 
anoe  otherwise  valid.    (&.) 

4.  A  person  whoM  real  interest  is  that  of 
a  mortgagee,  and  who  has  never  taken 
poeteeeton  qfthe  veesel,  is  not  answer- 
able for  eupplieSf  though  he  holds  a 
kill  qf  eaU  vesting  in  him  the  legal 
title,  and  though  the  vessel  may  be 
registered  in  hit  name  ai  the  custom 
house,  aooompanied  by  his  oath  that 
he  is  the  true  and  only  owner.  ( fas- 
ter agi.  Wallace,  OMte,  484.) 

5.  To  make  a  mortcagee  responsible  for 
supplies,  it  must  Be  shown  either  that 
he  trot  in  posseeeion  <if  the  veseel,  or 
that  they  were  furnished  at  hie  re^ 

,  queet,  or  by  the  direction  of  some  per- 
*  son  authorized  to  contract  on  hit  5s- 
haff.    {Id,) 

6.  An  agreement,  upon  the  mortanwe  of 
chattels,  that  the  mortgagor  shsll  keep 
possession  and  retail  the  goods  for  cash 


only,  paying  over  the  money  to  the 
mortgagee,  is  not  fraudulent  in  law, 
but  presents  a  question  of  good  faith 
for  the  jury.  {Ford  agt.  Williamt, 
34iV.  y.  JR.,  859.) 

7.  Tile  attorney  in  an  execution,  who  re- 
fused to  state  whether  he  directed  the 
sale  of  particular  chattels  by  instruc- 
tion of  his  client,  and  challenged  a  suit 
against  himself,  is  estopped  from  de- 
nying that  he  aeted  on  his  individual 
NfpoMibiUtj.    (H.) 


8.  The  owner  of  such  chattels,  who  states 
his  claim  and  forbids  the  sale,  may 
purchase  the  property  without  impair- 
ing his  right  of  action  for  the  trespass. 
{Id.) 


MOTION. 

1.  An  iftfant  plaintif  cannot  commence 
an  action  without  the  appointment  of  a 
guardian.  (Fceyherg  agt.  Pelerin, 
ante,  202.)       ^ 

2.  Where  sueh  aa  notion  is  commenced 
without  such  an  appointment,  the  de- 
fendant may  move  to  tet  aeide  the  svm- 
mont  and  complaint,  ^.9  far  irrsgw- 
larity.  He  is  not  confined  to  his  reme- 
dy by  answer  in  the  nature  of  a  plea 
in  abatement.    {U.) 

3.  A  motion  to  set  aside  any  proceeding 
on  the  ground  of  irregularity  must  be 
made  at  once,  and  promptly,  before 
the  moving  party  takes  any  other  step 
in  the  cause.  {Pertee  if  Brooke'  Pa* 
per  Worktng^.  WiUeU,  14  Ahb.,  119.) 

4.  In  an  action  upon  a  negotiable  pro- 
missory note,  an  answer  that  the  plain- 
tiif,  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  for  a  good  consideration,  sold 
and  delivered  the  notes  to  John  Doe, 
who  was  the  owner  and  holder  of  the 
notes  at  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion, is  not  frivolous.  To  warrant  the 
striking  out  of  a  pleading  as  frivolous, 
it  must  be  clearly  bad  on  inspection 
merely.  {Smith  agt.  Mead,  U  Abb., 
202.) 

6.  No  application  to  set  aside  proceedings 
for  irregularity  merely  will  be  allowed 
unless  made  within  a  reasonable  time, 
nor  where  the  1>arty  applyinc  has  taken 
a  step  after  knowiege  of  the  irregu- 
larity. But  the  riffht  to  put  in  an  an- 
swer to  an  amended  complaint  is  sub-* 
staatial,  and  a  waiver  of  it  should  not 
be  implied.  {Low  agt.  Qravdon,  14 
Abb.,  444.) 

See  Nsw  Trial,  1.  2.  S.  4. 

See  Attaohkbht,  1. 

See  Noir-SuzT,  1. 

See  Ibbelbvant  jlkd  Rbduitdavt 
Hattbb,  1.  2.  S. 


MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Where  an  act  of  the  legislature  vested 
in  the  corporation  of  £e  city  of  New 
Tork  the  title  to  the  soil  under  the 
waftsr,  and  the  right  to  fill  In  and  ex- 
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tend  tho  Battery  into  the  rlTer,  not 
ezeeediog  fix  hundred  feet,  with  a 
limitation  ontlUuaeqf  tK»  landy  so  to 
be  made  out  of  the  water,  for  aaj  por- 
pose  exoept  oertain  public  pwrpo$ts 
therein  expressed,  KMy  that  any  grant 
or  other  oonvejanoe  of  the  land  to  an  in- 
diWdnal /or  thepurpo§€  of  widening  a 
pier  and  to  extend  it  to  the  permanent 
or  exterior  line,  or  for  any  such  pri- 
vate KM,  would  be  Toid,  and  would 
justify  the  state  in  claiming  an  it^tine- 
tion  to  prevent  such  a  violation  of  the 
conditions  imposed  upon  the  corpora- 
tion. {People  agt.  Vanderbilt,  ante, 
801.) 

*  S.  The  i)ower  to  eompel  a  removal  of  an 
obstruction  after  it  has  been  erected, 
does  not  prevent  an  application  to  the 
eonrt  to  prohibit  the  erection  of  such 
obetruetion before  it  is  oompleted.  {Id,) 

Z.  Hetdt  also,  that  if  there  was  no  legal 
authority  for  the  erection  of  the  pier, 
it  was  a  fyuieance,  and  no  eifidence  was 
admissible  to  show,  that  though  ille- 
gal, it  would  do  no  harm.     (Id,) 

4.  When  the  law  authorises  the  common 
oouncil  of  a  city  to  impose  the  expenses 
of  paving  streets,  or  other  improve- 
ments, by  assessment  upon  the  ownere 
qf  property  bended,  the  assessment 
becomes  a  lien  upon  the  lots  benefited ; 
and  it  is  an  undue  assumption  of  power 
in  the  common  council  to  incur  the  ex- 
pense and  attempt  its  collection  from 
tax-payers  at  large,  even  under  a 
prior  ordinance  which  required  them 
thereafter  to  keep  such  streets  repaved 
and  kept  in  repair  at  the  expense  qf 
the  corporation,  (Rhinelamder  agt. 
Mayor,  4rc.  (^Nmo  York,  date,  804.) 

(.  Where  a  sum  of  money  had  been  rais- 
ed >y  the  dty  of  New  York,  in  pnnu- 
anoe  of  an  act  of  the  legislature,  and 
appropriated  by  the  eonunon  oooneil 
/or  the  purpose  of  paying  the  relator 
for  printing,  Ae.>  which  sum  eould  not 
be  appropriated  to  any  other  purpose, 
held,  that  it  was  a  dear  recognition  by 
thelegislatnre  and  the  common  eonneil, 
to  the  relator's  right  to  payment,  and  a 
direetion  that  be  should  be  paid.  And 
upon  the  comptroller's  refusal  to  pay, 
a  mandamM  was  the  proper  remedy, 
where  it  appeared  nd  aeUon  would  lie 
against  the  corporation.  (People  ex 
rel.  Baker  agt.  Howe,  38  Barb.,  69.) 

8.  A  municipal  corporation  Is  not  liable 
in  damages  to  an  individual  for  inju- 
ries caused  by  an  opening  in  a  eide- 
wilky  made  hj  an  owner  of  thefDil  or 


a^aeent  land,  without  pnoi  of  notice 
of  the  insuiBcieney  or  defect,  and  neg- 
lect to  cause  it  to  be  remedied.  (Hart 
agt.  CUy  qf  Brooklyn,  88  Barb.,  318.) 

7.  The  provision  of  the  act  of  April  li, 
1869,  prohibiting  the  recovery  of  costs 
against  municipal  corporations,  uuless 
notice  of  the  claim  lias  boon  given  to 
the  comptroller  of  the  city  be^re  suit 
brought,  is  applicable  to  claims  for 
damages  on  aocount  of  negligence  of 
the  city  authorities,  as  well  as  te  de- 
mands upon  oontraet.    (/<<•) 

8.  Where  a  lease,  made  by  a  munidpsl 
corporaUon  pursuant  to  a  esde  for  an 
unpaid  assessment,  is  by  law  evidence 
of  the  regularity  of  the  sale,  the  court 
in  cases  of  substantial  irregularity  will 
restrain  the  making  of  such  lease. 
(Mathews  agt.  The  Mayor,  igc.  qfUmo 
York,  14  Abb,,  S09.) 

See  NxoLxaxxoa,  1.  S.  8. 


KEGLIGSNOS. 

1.  A  corporation  ordtnanee  forbidding  a 
greater  rate  of  speed  than  that  Axed 
as  legal  therein,  for  vehicles  In  the 
city  of  New  York,  is  competent  and 
proper  eoidenee  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages caused  by  being  run  over  by  a 
vehiele  in  such  streets,  to  show  that 
the  plaintiff  was  free  tnm.  negligence, 
though  it  furnishes  no  evidence  oc  neg- 
ligence in  fact  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendanta.  (Williams  agt.  O'Kerfe, 
amU,  18.) 

2.  A  oitisen  of  the  city  of  New  York  is 
presumed  to  know  of  the  existence  of 
its  ordinances  and  their  provisions,  and 
has  a  right  on  the  presumption  that 
they  will  be  obeyed.  The  law  of  neg- 
UgeneedisoussedbyMoneU,J.    (Id,) 

8.  Unless  proof  of  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  is  so  strong  that  the 
'  court  would  set  aside  a  verdict  in  his 
favor  as  against  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence, it  is  not  proper  to  take  that 
question  from  the  jury.     (Id,) 

4.  Knowingly  to  allow  a  child  of  less  than 
four  years  of  age  to  go  at  large  in  a  pub- 
lic street  without  a  protector,  is  such 
negligence  in  his  parents  or  guardians 
as  will,  if  unexplained,  prevent  a  re- 
covery by  him  for  a  personal  injury. 
No  matter  how  gross  or  evident  the 
negligence  of  the  driver  of  a  vehicle 
may  be,  if  another,  by  bis  own  negli- 


Knoe,  exposes  himself  to  injury,  he 
«  no  remedy.   (Mamgam  agt. 
^  City  it.  Jt.  dffM  88  Bmt. 


ngi.  Brook- 
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I(.  Where  apeiMBaniplojtAaotbertodo 
a  pieoe  of  work>  and  the  penon  em- 
plojed  does  it  by  his  own  workmen, 
nring  hii  own  dieeretion  m  to  the  best 
mode  of  doing  it,  and  baviog  excIasiTe 
oontTol  of  the  matter,  and  a  third  per- 
fon  is  injured  while  the  work  is  in  pro- 
crew,  by  the  earelese  manner  in  which 
it  was  done,  the  person  employed  and 
his  eerrante  guilty  of  the  negligence 
are  alone  liable  for  the  injury.  The 
liability  in  sneh  case  is  oonnned  toihe 
persons  guilty  of  negligenoe,  and  to 
their  principal.  (O'JtiwrJlM  agt.  IToft, 
t  Bono,,  511.) 

See  RJLILBOAD  Coupaitibs. 

Bee  Nsw  Tbial,  5. 

See  MjLSTSR  axj>  Sbbtaht,  1.  2. 

3.4. 
See  Di.KA.GBt,  3.  8.  4. 
See  PBiirciPJLi,  akd  Aobht,  2. 
See  ComcON  Cabbibbs. 
SeeMuHiozFAL  CSpbpobatiobb,  6. 7. 


NBW  TKIAL. 

1.  Where,  in  an  action  upon  apr omtssory 
note,  the  defendant  interpoees  the  de- 
fence and  pi^yes  if^aney,  when  the 
note  was  given,  the  jury  should  be 
directed  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant, although  some  facts  may  have 
come  out  on  the  trial  tending  to  show 
that  the  defendant  had  been  doing 
business  for  himself,  and  representing 
himself  as  of  full  age.  (Allgro  agt. 
jDunain,  ante,  210.) 

2.  And  where,  in  such  ease,  the  judge 
omitted  to  give  such  direction  to  the 
jury,  but  gave  them  particular  instruc- 
tions as  to  the  law  of  the  case,  and 
they  found  a  TCrdiet  for  the  pkdntif, 
hela  that  the  yerdict  should  be  set 
aside  on  a  motion  made  upon  the  min- 
utes of  the  judge,  under  §  264  of  the 
Code,  if  the  awkward  phraseology  of 
that  section  could  be  applied  to  the 
ease.    (Id,) 

8.  It  ipust  be  assumed  that  a  motion  to 
set  aeide  a  rerdiet,  and  for  a  new  trial 
<<upon  insufficient  eridenoe,"  under 
§  264,  means  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  that  the  veriHct  is 
agaUuft  evidence,  as  was  the  olear  and 
plain  language  under  the  old  praetiee. 
(Id.) 

4«  A  safe  rule  in  such  eases  is  to  apply 
the  former  practice  and  interpret  the 
obsonrities  sAd  defloieneies  of  the  Code 
hj  its  light.    (Id.) 


(•  On  a  motion  for  aaeie  ffiol  ta  an  ac- 
tion for  damages  caused  by  MgMgence, 
where  the  plaiatiCF  has  been  aoii- 
mdted  at  the  trial,  and  where  he  sub- 
mitted, without  objection,  to  baye  the 
auestion  of  negligence  passed  upon  by 
le  court  instead  of  the  jury,  held  that 
he  is  precluded  on  such  motion  from 
insisting  that  the  question  of  negli- 
gence toae  one  exclneioely  for  theiwy, 
(Cl4trk  agt.  Mayor,  ^c,  qfNew  7ork, 
ante,  333.) 

6.  Where  the  Jury,  on  conflicting  eyi- 
dence  in  a  justice's  court,  found  that 
the  defendant  (an  attomey-at-law) 
put  in  an  auHwer  for  the  plaintiff  in  an 
action  for  strict  foreclosure,  vriihovi  ' 
aeOhority  from  the  plaintiff,  held  that 
there  being  evidence  to  sustain  the 
finding  of  the  jury,  and  the  eyidence 
against  it  not  so  preponderant  as  to 
create  the  conviction  that  it  must  have 
proceeded  from  passion,  prejudice,  cor- 
ruption or  palpable  mistake,  the  ver- 
dict must  be  sustained.  (  O'  Hara  agt. 
Brophy,  ante,  379.) 

7.  Where  in  an  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  an  injury  caused  by  the  al- 
leged negligence  of  the  defendant,  the 
jury  find  for  the  plaintiff  and  assess 
his  damages  at  six  cents;  and  the  un- 
contradicted evidence  in  the  case  is 
entirely  adverse  to  such  a  finding,  the 
yerdict  will  be  set  aside  as  contrary  to 
evidence.  (Rohbine^g^,  Htuison River 
R,  R.  Co,,  7  Boew.,  1.) 

8.  Where  a  verdict  Is  contrary  to  the 
evidence  and  the  law  of  the  case,  as 
given  to  the  jury  by  the  court,  a  new 
trial  will  be  granted,  with  oosts  of  the 
former  trial  to  abide  the  event.  (Js- 
eobeohn  agt.  Belmont,  7  ^osir.,  14.) 

9.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a  ease 
cannot  be  made  as  a  matter  of  right, 
after  judgment  is  perfected.    In  a  case 

'  of  conflicting  testimony,  neither  party 
is  entitled  to  an  instruction  to  the 
jury,  founded  on  the  assumption  that 
the  testimony  of  either  of  the  wit-  * 
nesses  is  to  be  treated  as  accurate.  A 
party''s  right  to  instructions  is  limited 
to  undisputed  facts,  or  to  a  hypotheti- 
cal statement  of  facts,  which  it  is  left 
to  the  jury  to  determine  upon  the  evi- 
dence. (Ourneiy  agt.  SmUheon,  7 
Boeto,,  896.) 

10.  In  granting  a  new  trial  where  the 
judge  before  whom  the  trial  was  had 
committed  no  error,  payment  of  the 
oosts  of  the  trial  and  all  subsequent 
pK>5^inp  should  be  isiposed  as  a 
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aondition  of  gmating  it;  and  on  graat- 
ing  the  order,  the  ooets  mast  be  regu- 
lar! j  adjusted  before  the  time  allowed 
for  their  pajment,  ander  nUe  57,  be- 
gin! to  ran.  {North  agt.  Sargeani, 
U  Ahb.y  223.) 

11.  After  a  new  trial  haa  been  granted 
bj  the  general  term  on  applioation  of 
the  defendant,  on  payment  of  ooits, 
plaintiff  will  not  be  aUowed  by  the 
•pecial  term  to  disoontinae  while  the 
amount  of  the  oosta  is  unpaid.     (Id.) 

See  Costs,  5.  6. 16. 

See  EyiDBHCE,  2. 

See  Undbbtakiho,  1.  2.  8.  4. 

Bee  AppiAL,  11. 12. 


NON-SUIT. 

1.  It  was  hel4  no  error  for  the  Judge  at 
the  trial  to  deny  a  motion  to  dtMiUs 
the  complaint,  where  the  application 

-  was  made  dwring  the  progreee  qf  the 
examination  qf  a  witneae ;  and  where 
the  applioation  api^red  in  the  double 
character  of  an  o}]jeetUm  to  evidenu, 
and  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
coneideration  in  the  agreement  upon 
which  the  action  was  brought.  (  Win- 
afield  agt.  Potter,  ante,  440.) 

See  Railroad  Covparibb,  1.  0. 
See  Nbw  Tbial,  6.  6.  7. 
See  Tbial,  8. 


NOTICE. 

1.  A  Judgment  creditor  having  enpple- 
mentary  proeeedingf  pending,  is  not 
entitled  to  eight  days*  notice  of  an  ap- 
plioation for  a  reeeirer  by  another 
creditor.  A  less  notice  is  sufficient. 
(XsggsM  agt.  Sloam,  ante,  479.) 

See  HiGBWAYS,  12. 
See  Attobkbt,  18. 
See    Bills    of    EzcBAKaa    and 

Pbobissobt  Notbs,  10. 
See  Appbal^  28. 


NUISANCE. 
See  Municipal  Corporatiohs. 

OBDERS. 

1.  An  order  made  out  of  court,  upon 
notice,  must  be  first  entered  with  the 
derk  before  an  appeal  can  be  taken*. 


(Code,  §850.)     (CMU  agt.  FUd^ 
ante,  193.) 

2.  And  when  an  order  is  required  to  be 
entered  with  the  cleric,  and  a  party  is 
required  to  give  notice  of  the  orier;  he 
cannot  give  the  notice  mUU  he  hat 
entered  the  order.    (Id.) 

8.  Therefore,  as  regards  all  orders  grant- 
ed on  notice,  which  are  required  to  be 
entered  with  the  derk,  the  party  his 
no  right  to  giro  the  written  notice 
allowed  by  §  332  of  the  Code,  nntU 
(tfter  the  orSar  ha»  5sef»  enter$d.  (Id.) 

4.  Where  the  order  was  entered  May  27th9 
and  the  notice  of  appeal  was  serred  on 
the  27th  June,  held,  thai  the  serriee 
of  the  notice  of  appeal  was  im  time. 
{Id.) 

b.  Bule  42  does  not  requxie  the  party 
deminTtfig  to  eerve  on  the  oppoeite 
party  any  copT  of  the  pleadings  or 
other  papers  when  the  question  to  be 
decided  arises  on  demurrer,    (lid.) 

0.  When  an  injunction  order  has  been 
allowed,  and  the  same  has  been  senred, 
and  the  parties  in  the  suit  hare  appear- 
ed and  taken  steps  in  the  action,  and 
acquiesced  in  the  injunction,  no  judge 
has  authority  to  mod^y  it  ex  parte. 
{Peck  agt.  Yorke,  ante,  863.) 

7.  Section  324  of  the  Code  was  designed 
to  allow  a  judge  who  had  hastily  or 
improvidently  granted  an  order  to  rse- 
tify  the  error,  if  applied  to  Mwnsdi- 
ately,  and  btfore  any  etepe  are  taken 
in  the  action.  It  was  not  intended  to 
give  an  unlimited  right  to  Taoaie  otdsrs 
granted  «B  parts.    {Id.) 

See  Appbal>  20.  21. 


PABXIES. 

1.  In  an  action  against  an  aeHgnee  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  brought  by  a 
creditor  for  himself  and  all  other  credi- 
tors who  might  come  in  and  avail  them- 
selres  of  the  action,  claiming  an  ac- 
counting  by  the  aarignee,  and  that  the 
assignment  be  reformed,  by  substitntfatf 
the  proper  name  of  an  vndoretr  with 
the  plaintiff  on  a  promissory  note  pre- 
ferred in  the  assignment,  instead  of 
the  name  appearing  in  the  assignment, 
which  was  alleged  to  have  been  men- 
tioned or  copied  by  mistake,  hetd,  on 
demurrer  to  complaint  for  defect  of 
partiee,  that  the  indorser  of  the  note 
whose  name  was  sought  to  be  substitu* 
ted  by  another,  and  the  aeeigneee, 
together  with  other  ereditore,  standiog 
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in  a  loww  alas  thaa  thai  in  irUoh 
raoh  note  wu  stated*  wtn  ntanwary 
and  proper  parties^  on  a  re -formation 
of  tne  aeaignment.  (Gamer  agt. 
Wri^,  ante,  144.) 

3.  Mi^joMUr  of  pariiee  plaintifb  ie 
ground  of  demurrer  to  the  oomplaint. 
{Walrath  agt.  Handy,  ante,  368.) 

S.  In  fneh  ease  the  oomplaint  does  not 
state  faots  snlBoient  to  oonstitate  a 
eanse  of  aetion.    (Id,) 

4.  Actions  by  pnblio  officers,  as  sneh, 
should  be  broagbt  in  their  indlTidnal 
names,  with  the  title  of  their  office 
added.  If  in  an  action  brought  by 
one  as  << chamberlain,  Ac,"  no  objec- 
tion is  taken  on  the  trial,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  chamberlain,  it  will  be 
assumed,  on  appeal,  that  the  fact  of 
his  being  the  incumbent  of  the  office 
was  taken  for  granted.  (Paige  agt. 
Fazackerly,  86  Barb,,  892.) 

See  WiTHSssii,  2.  8.  4.  5.  8." 

See  CoKMissiOHS,  2.  8.  4. 

See  SuppLnvniTTABT  Pnoonnn- 

IHflS,  0. 

See  ExacvTOEB  and  Adicikibtba- 

TOBS,  6.  6. 


PABTNBB8  AHD  PABTNBB8HIPS. 

1.  Where  the  defendant  denied  that  the 
daim  in  suit*  was  for  money  receiTcd 
for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant's  eo- 
partnerehipfrm,  but  was  money  bor- 
fowed  by  his  co-partner  for  his  indlTid- 
nal benefit,  and  that  it  was  ncTer  ap- 
propriated to  the  use  of  the  firm. 
(Beet  agt.  Starke,  ante,  68.) 

2.  Held,  that  eTidenee  to  show  that  the 
money  borrowed  was  not  in  fact  used  in 
the  business  of  the  firm,  was  properly 
excluded  where  the  eridenee  was  not 
sufficient  to  cast  any  suspicions  upon 
the  bona  fides  of  the  loan  bein^^  for  the 
firm.  Also  that  eyidenoe  to  show  that 
on  a  final  settlement  of  the  partner- 
ship accounts  by  arbitration,  this  debt 
was  not  mentioned  on  either  side,  was 
properly  excluded.  Also,  evidence  to 
show  that  in  the  formation  of  the  part- 
nership, the  partners  arranged  between 
themselves  to  procure  what  money 
they  should  want  in  their  business 
from  a  particular  source,  was  properly 
excluded.     Also,    evidence   to   show 

.  that  no  claim  was  made  upon  the  de- 
fendant for  the  debt  for  a  year  and  a 
half  after  the  pUOntiff  knew  of  tho  in- 


solreney  of  the  other  paitBer»  was 
properly  excluded.    (Id.) 

8.  jffeld,  also  on  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  that  the  case  belonged  to  that 
class  of  cases  of  confiioting  evidence 
and  doubtful  facts,  in  which  the  ver- 
dict of  a  jury  one  way  or  the  other  is 
practically  conclusive,  and  ought  not 
to  be  disturbed.    (Id.) 

4.  The  property  qf  a  eO'partnerehip  cuk- 
not  be  seised  and  sold  on  an  attach' 
ment  issued  against  one  of  the  partners 
only.  It  is  only  the  interett  in  the 
property  of  the  partner  in  the  attach- 
ment that  can  be  seised  and  sold, 
which  is  his  share  in  the  ewrplue  of  the 
property,  after  payment  of  the  part- 
nership debu.  (Abele  agt.  Wester-  * 
velt,  Mte,  284.) 

5.  The  other  partner  has  a  right,  as 
against  such  an  attachment,  to  rrtain 
the  property  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
the  debts  of  the  partnerdiip.    (Id,) 

0.  Where  a  person  under  a  prioede 
agreement  with  a  apecidl  piartner  in  a 
limited  co-partnership  furnishes  a  cer- 
tain portion  of  the  capital  which  the 
special  partner  puts  into  the  busfaiess 
of  the  firm  in  his  own  name,  and  is 
to  have  a  certain  portion  of  the  in- 
come or  profits  whi<»i  the  special  part- 
ner derives  from  the  business,  with  a 
privilege  of  examining  from  time  to 
time  into  the  business  matters  of  the 
firm,  he  and  the  special  partner  become 
thereby  general  partners.  (BuekUy 
agt.  Bramhall,  ante,  455.) 

7.  They  are  made  so  by  the  operation 
of  the  statute,  which  declares  that  all 
persons  interested  in  the  partnership 
shall  be  liable  as  general  partners,  if 
any  false  statement  is  made  in  the 
eertijkate  or  qffidatnt  by  which  the 
limited  oo-partnership  is  formed.  (Id.) 

8.  A  published  notice  of  a  limited  part- 
nerehip  does  not  operate  under  the 
statute  as  an  actual  dissolution  until 
four  ^euks  after  the  publication. 
(Id.) 

9.  Each  member  of  a  eo-partnsrship  has 
a  right  to  dispose  of  his  interest  in  thie 
partnership  property,  in  good  faith  and 
for  a  valid  consideration,  unless  some 
creditor  has  acquired  a  Hen  thereon. 
And  the  right  of  the  creditor  is  subor- 
dinate to  this  power  of  the  partner  to 
dispose  of  the  property  until  it  is  sub- 
jected to  the  credUor's  lien,  (FUld 
agt.  Hunt,  ante,  488.) 

10.  Wham  one  partner  thus  tnussfers  his 
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istorett  in  the  pMtBOmhip  useta  to  hia 
co-partner>  the  propertj  so  tranffetred 
canDot  bo  reaohed  by  exeeation  on  a 
Jadgment  recovered  against  the  firm, 
where  the  letter  has  not  bun  person- 
ally  served  with  process,    (Id.) 

11.  The  remedy  at  law  hae  not  been  ex- 
haoited  as  against  the  partner  not 
•erved  with  process,  and  of  oonrse  a 
creditor's  suit  against  the  defendants 
oannot  be  maintained.  (This  affirms 
the  decision  S.  C,  at  special  term,  22 
Jffoir.,  329.)    (Id,) 

12.  Real  estate,  acquired  with  partner- 
ship effects  in  eoUeoting  debts  dae  the 
firm,  althongh  so  conveyed  as  to  make 
the  partners  tenants-in-oommon  at 
law,  is,  in  eqaity,  oonsidered  as  con - 
Terted  into  personalty,  for  the  pnrpose 
of  subjecting  it  to  the  debts  of  the 
firm,  in  preference  to  those  of  the  in- 
diytdoal  partners.  (Collimb  agt. 
Ready  24  N,  Y.  R.,  605.) 

18.  The  trustee  under  an  assignment  of 
land  which  is  declared  fraudulent  at 
the  suit  of  a  creditor,  is  not  bound  to 
aoeou]\t  for  the  rents  received  and  ap- 
plied to  the  terms  of  the  trust  before 
the  oommencement  of  the  suit,  or  the 
attaching  of  any  specific  lien  on  the 
lands.    (Id.) 

14.  When  notice  of  change  of  firm  name 
is  relied  upon  to  exonerate  a  retiring 
partner,  such  change  must  show  that 
no  has  withdrawn  from  the  business. 
A  change  not  indicating  this,  isinsufK- 
oient  to  put  dealers  upon  inquiry. 
(American  Linen  Thread  Company 
agt.  Wortendyke,  24  N.  Y.  A.,  550.) 

15.  Accordingly  where  one  of  three 
.brothers,  under  the  firm  of  Worten- 
dyke  Brothers,  retired,  and,  being  sue- 
eeeded  by  H.,  the  firm  was  changed 
to  Wortondyke  Brothers  A  Co.,  held, 
that  a  dealer  with  the  firm  was  war- 
ranted in  assuming  that  all  the  former 
partners  remain^  in  the  bu8iness« 
and,  until  notice  to  the  contrary,  the 
brother  who  had  retired  continued  lia- 
ble.   (Id,) 

16.  When  there  is  no  agreement  to  the 
contrary,  each  partner,  after  a  dissolu- 
tion, possesses  the  same  authority  to 
adjust  the  affairs  of  the  oonoem,  by 
collecting  its  debts  and  disposing  of  its 
property,  as  before  the  dissolution. 
(Robbins  agt.  Fuller,  24  N.  Y,  JR., 
670.) 

17.  This  right  is  not  lost  by  the  fact 
that  the  partnership  debts  are  paid; 
nor,  U  seeme,  does  it  depend  vpen  the 


state  of  Ae  aeeovBl*  Wleton  Ihs 
partners,  at  all  eveati  not  as  sgafaMt 
persons,  having  no  iioUee  of  the  fist. 
(Id.) 

18.  To  enable  creditors  of  a  partnership 
to  recover  a  debt  ai^aiast  one  is  a 
partner,  on  the  ground  thathehdd 
himself  out  as  a  partner,  theymsst 
prove  affirmatively  that  he  did  so  rep- 
resent himself  to  them,  or  that  they 
were  informed  of  such  representationi 
before  the  credit  was  given  to  the 
firm.  A  person  not  a  partner  in  fast, 
in.a  firm,  will  not  make  himself  lishlo 
to  erediters,  for  the  debts  of  the  ftm, 

.  by  representing  or  holding  himself  oat 
'as  a  partner,  unless  it  appears  that  the 
creditors  gave  credit  to  the  firm  after 
such  representations  came  to  their 
knowledge.  (Irvin  agt.  Conklia,  U 
Barb.,  64.) 

19.  Where  a  promissory  note,  made  by  a 
partnership  firm  to  one  of  its  memben, 
for  money  advanced  to  the  firm,  is  in> 
dorsed  by  the  payee  to  another,  after 
maturity,  the  holder  may  maintain  aa 
action  on  the  note  againat  the  makers. 
And  such  a  note  la  subject  to  aay  let- 
off  which  the  partnership  has.  (iSfcsr- 
wood  agt.  Barton,  86  Barb.,  284.) 

20.  In  an  action  for  the  partition  of  real 
property  owned  .by  partners  in  joint 
tenancy,  where  it  appeared  on  the 
trial  that  the  action  had  been  eom- 
menoed  during  the  pendens  of  an  ae- 
tion  brought  by  the  defendant  in  an- 
other oonrt  for  a  diaaolation  ef  part- 
nership and  an  accounting,  whlck  in- 
volved the  real  property  in  queatioD, 
held,  that  the  complaint  must  be 
dismissed.  (Dofwsrs  agt.  Dorrity, 
14  Abb,y  206.) 

21.  A  covenant  in  articles  of  copartner- 
ship prohibiting  either  partner  from 
continuing  in  any  business  within  one 
block  of  the  premises  ooenpied  by  the 
firm  for  a  limited  period  after  its  dis- 
solution, will  be  enforced  by  ii^one- 
tion.  (Shearman  agt.  Hart,  14  Abb,, 
358.) 

See  Pbihcipal  urn  Aonrr,  4. 
See  JiTBiSDicTioir,  4. 


PAYMENT. 

1 .  Where  the  complaint  averred  the  p87- 
ment  of  a  certain  sum  of  money  as  ''an 
excess  of  an  amount  awarded,  and  not 
of  right  due  and  payable  to  the  defend- 
ant; and  that  nid  payment  was  made 
nnder  a  mistake  of  faet  on  the  part  of 
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t^  plftiatiffii,"  Ao.,  hOd,  thafc  €9idmc§ 
M  to  the  ralidity  *nd  oomotoMs  of 
the  proc6«diogi  of  th«  eommiirioiien 
of  etiimate  aod  MTCMm«nt«  and  m  to 
the  safficieney  of  the  award  made  by 
them  to  the  defendant,  waa  properl j 
allowed  nnder  the  iesne  tendered  by 
defendant  to  anch  allegations.  {May- 
OTyife.^qf  li$w  York  agt.  Erben,  anity 
S680 

^.  The  mle  with  reepeot  to  volmUary 
paymmUs  is,  that  if  a  party  has  aetn- 
ally  paid  what  the  law  would  not  hare 
eompelled  him  to  par,  but  v^uU  in 
«9iM/y  and  good  caniaonu  ho  ovtgfU, 
he  cannot  reeopor  it  hack  in  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received.    (Id,) 

8.  The  presnmption  of  payment  of  the 
pnrohase  money  by  one  in  possession  of 
land  nnder  a  oontiaot  to  purohase, 
arising  from  lapse  of  time,  cannot  be 
intorposed  as  an  affirmative  defence  to 
an  action  to  recoTer  the  poesession  of 
the  land.  If  sneh  presnmption  is  in- 
terposed, the  fact  npon  which  it  pro- 
ceeds most  be  afixinatirely  proved. 
(Mrady  agt.  Begwh  &<  Barb»,  638.) 

See  GnABAVTT,  S. 

Bee  AooovHT,  1« 

Bee  8TA.TVTS  or  LivitAtioks,  4. 

See  BiLtB  OP  Bzoha]i«b  jLKd  Pbo- 

MIBSOBT  NOTM,  7. 

PRR80NAL  PROPBBTT. 
See  ExBCVTiOH  avd  Lbtt,  4. 
See  Costs,  31. 

PLANKSOADS. 

1.  Under  the  general  plankxoad  aet,  (ch. 
110  qf  1847,)  those  only  who  fnbsoribe 
the  articles  of  association  an  entitled 
to  stock  or  compellable  to  pay  for  the 
same*  {Poughke^etef^^CyPlaakroad 
Co,  aft.  OTifin,  24  JIT.  Y.  B.,  160.) 

S.  The  preliminary  subscription  and 
other  stops  prior  to  the  signing  of  the 
articles  of  association  are  proyisional 
and  inohoato,  creating  no  fixed  right 
and  imposing  no  obligation  on  the  par- 
ties.    (Id.) 

I.  J^  #MfM  that  one  otherwise  liable  as 
ft  corporator  wonld  not  be  discharged 
by  reason  of  the  legislature's  having 
extended  the  time  for  laying  plank 
and  permitting  the  corporation,  in  the 
meantime,  to  aet  and  collect  tolls  as  a 
tumnike  company.    Per  Dsxio*  J. 


PLBDGB. 

1.  Ooods  in  warehouse,  subject  to  be 
withdrawn  at  pleasure  by  a  factor,  on 
discharging  the  lien  of  government  for 
duties,  may  be  regarded  as  in  his  poe- 
session, so  as  to  support  a  pledge 
thereof  made  by  him,  independent  of 
the  provisions  of  the  aet  in  )regMd  to 
doeumentary  evidences  of  title.  (Cart' 
wrighi  agt.  WHmording,  U  K.  Y.  R., 
621.) 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGBNT. 

1.  A  subscription  by  the  agent  of  die 
party  to  be  eharged  is  sufficient  uftdef 
the  stotute  of  frauds,  though  the  name 
or  existence  cf  a  principal  does  not 
appear  npon  the  instrument.  (Dyk$r9 
aft.  Towneond,  84  N,  Y.  il.,  67.) 

8.  Where  creditors  receive  from  their 
debtor  the  noto  of  a  third  person,  for 
collection,  the  proceeds  to  be  applied 
on  the  debt  held  by  them  against  the 
debtor,  they  will  be  deemed  to  have 
assumed  the  obligation  of  an  attorney 
or  agent  of  the  debtor,  for  the  collec- 
tion of  the  demand,  and  are  bound  to 
use  ordinary  diligence  in  ito  collection. 
Negligence  in  sneh  a  case  is  a  qneetioa 
of  foot.  (0NoMfigftM»  agt.  PaiifnOf  36 
Barb.,  81.) 

8.  A  cause  of  action  for  the  conversion 
by  the  defendant  of  funds  intrusted  to 
him  as  an  agent,  for  whieh  he  has  not 
aocounted  to  his  principal,  is  assigna- 
ble. Sneh  a  cause  of  action  would 
survive  to  the  personal  representa- 
tives. Where  an  agent  has  duties  to 
perform  towards  his  principal,  in  the  , 
nature  of  a  trust,  he  falls  within  the  ' 
suspected  relation,  and  the  law  in- 
dul^  the  presumption  of  fiaud» 
against  a  release  procured  by  him  from 
hu  nrineipal,  althou^  no  firand  if 
visible  to  the  court.  One  cannot  aet 
for  himself  ao  vendor,  and  ai  agent  for 
another,  as  purchaser.  In  transfeniag 
securities.  {ChnUd  agt.  Gould,  U 
Barb.,  270.) 

4.  An  authority  given  by  a  partnership 
firm  to  its  agent,  to  advnaea  monevs 
for  the  purchase  of  notes  or  Wlto  to  m 
rendtted  to  the  Ann,  wHl  not,  nnder 
ordinary  circumstances,  justify  the 
agent  in  continuing  to  make  such  ad- 
vances, after  being  notified  of  a  change 
in  the  firm  by  the  admisiloB  of  new 
partners.  But  if  the  bllle  parchaaed^ 
after  notiee  of  the  change  la  the  firm, 
have  been  remitted  to  the  finny  re- 
ceived and  rsaelptod  by  tha  nvir  ttMi- 
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hntf  retained  by  them,  and  veed  and 
applied  in  their  bneinetB,  this  is  eqnir- 
•lent  to  a  renewed  aathorisation  by 
the  new  ftrm,  of  the  authority  given 
by  the  old  firm.  (CtUlanan  agt.  Van 
VUek,  36  Barb,,  824.) 

ft.  An  agent  eannot  aot  for  his  own  ben- 
•fit  in  relation  to  the  sabjeot  matter  of 
the  agency,  to  the  injary  of  his  prin- 
cipal. An  agent  is  boand  to  follow 
the  instroctions  of  his  principal ;  and 
if  he  neglects  to  do  so,  he  will  be  liable 
for  the  loss  or  damage  which  his  prin- 
cipal sustains.  (Bruu  agt.  Daven- 
port, 86  Barb,,  849.) 

6.  While  an  agent,  strictly  pursuing  his 
authority,  commits  a  wrong,  the  rule 
that  be  thereby  binds  the  principal, 
does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  the 
agent,  departing  from  his  line  of  duty. 
Is  bargaining  on  his  own  aocouat,  and 
securing  a  iMnefit  for  his  own  private 
advantage  exolasively.  When  an  agent 
does  not  pretend  nor  assume  to  be  act- 
ing for  another,  but  purely  for  his  own 
benefit,  a  sabseqnent  ratification  will 
not  bind  the  principal.  {FeUowa  agt. 
CommisiUmers,  ifc,  qf  Oneida,  36 
Barb,,  655.) 

7.  Where  a  banker  reoeives  a  note  for 
collection  by  a  person  who  is  a  resident 
of  a  foreign  country,  and  transmits  it 
to  his  agent  at  the  maker's  residence 
for  collection,  and  the  owner  of  the 
note  is  fully  advised  thereof,  and  of 
subsequent  proceedings  for  its  oollec- 
tion,  to  which  he  makes  no  objection, 
and  the  note  is  finally  lost^  in  pursuing 
such  measures,  without  any  fault  of 
the  agent,  the  owner  cannot  maintain 
an  action  against  the  agent  to  recover 
the  loss  on  the  ground  of  a  violation  or 
neffleot  of  duty  of  the  agent.  (JtKOb' 
8ohn  agt.  B$lmont,  7  Bosw.,  14.) 

8.  A  mere  agent  cannot  prosecute  a  suit 
in  his  own  name  for  the  benefit  of  his 
principal.  (JRe4M<<  agt*  MiddUtan, 
7  Bono,,  649.) 

See  Ba5k  Ohbck,  1.  S.  3. 
See  NsouaBHOSj  6. 
Sac  Bailboad  Cokpavibs. 
Sec  Salb,  S. 


PUBLIC  OFPICB. 

1.  In  pleading  a  party's  title  to  public 
offlce,  an  avermuit  that  under  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  on 
a  specifled  day,  he  was  duly  appointed 
Ip  it|l  soph  ciccy  tad  duly  bumIc  lad 


executed  his  official  bond,  with  sure- 
ties, and  took  the  oath  of  office  requir- 
ed by  law,  and  was  thereby  constituted 
such  officer,  and  was  thenceforth  enti- 
tled to  hold  and  administer  such  office, 
is  sufficient  on  demurrer.  {Piatt  agt. 
Stout,  14  Abb.,  178.) 

S.  An  action  to  recover  fees  of  a  puUie 
office  is  maintainable  against  a  person 
who  has  wrongfullv  received  the  fees 
of  such  office,  which  the  plaintiiT  holds 
or  is  entitled  to  hold.  A  cause  of  ac- 
tion in  favor  of  a  public  officer  against 
an  intrhder  for  wrongfully  reeeiring 
the  fees  of  the  office,  is  assignable. 
(Id.) 


RAILBOAD  COlfPANIBS. 

1.  A  dtfendant  may  move  for  a  non-twU 
when  the  plaintifl^  rests ;  or  he  may  give 
testimony  and  rest,  and  then  move  for 
a  non-suit.  The  refusal  of  the  judge 
to  grant  such  motion  is  equally,  in 
either  case,  a  good  ground  of  exiuptUm. 
(Ernst  agt.  Hudson  River  it.  JK.  Co,, 
ante,  97,  court  qf  appeals,)  • 

S.  After  the  testimony  has  been  given  by 
the  defendant,  and  both  parties  have 
rested,  and  the  defendant  moves  upon 
the  whole  evidence  for  a  non-suit.  It  is 
the  right  and  duty  of  the  circuit  judge 
to  direct  a  non-suit  at  that  stage  of  the 
cause,  if  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
recover,  and  a  verdict  in  his  favor 
could  not  be  sustained.     (Id,) 

S.  Where  there  is  a  disputed  fuesH&n  qf 
faet—nB,  whether  the  engine  bell  of  a 
railroad  train  was  rung  at  the  proper 
time  before  crossing  a  nublic  highway, 
and  evidence  upon  botn  sides  is  givsoi 
which  is  contradictory— it  is  espMlally 
and  appropriately  a  question  for  the 
jury  to  determine  the  means  of  know- 
ledge and  credibility  of  the  seveial 
witnesses,  and  where  the  weight  of 
evidence  rests  upon  this  israe.    (Id,) 

4.  In  an  action  for  damages  for  injuries 
to  the  person,  caused  ny  ne^iguiee, 
the  plaintiff  must  present  a  case  of  ini- 
mixed  negligence;  a  case  where  the 
injury  is  the  result  exdusivelff  qt  the 
dtfendanfs  negUgenu;  where  no  neg- 
ligence or  fault  of  his  own  contributed 
in  any  degree  to  producing  such  ii^uiy. 
(Id,) 

5.  In  no  case  is  it  the  duty  of  the  eirsnit 
Judge  to  submit  a  case  to  the  jury,  un- 
less the  evidence  is  so  doubtful  or  con- 
flicting thatavwdict  for  the  plaintiff 
or  defendant  ooald  ba  snstatnedj  and 
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ought  not  to  be  distarbed,  npon  the 

,    principles  goTernlng  the  review,  by  the 

cowrie,  of  the  verdicts  of  juries.    (Id,) 

6.  The  doctrine  that  the  courts  ehonld 
not  non-suU,  0r  act  aside  yerdictSy  as 
without  or  against  eyidence,  in  oases  of 

*  negligence,  beoause  such  yerdiots,  from 
the  nature  of  the  casoj  and  the  charac- 
ter of  the  facts  and  circamstances  to  be 
inrestifated,  and  going  to  establish 
negligence,  are  based  so  mnoh  upon 
mere  opinion,  that  they  cannot  possi- 
bly be  reviewed,  wholly  misconceives 
the  theory  upon  which  justice  is  admin- 
istered in  this  conn  try.     (Id.) 

7.  It  is  not  the  jury,  but  the  ccwts  which 
administer  justice.  The  duty  and  re- 
sponsibility of  seeing  that  equal  and 
impartial  justice  is  meted  out  to  all 
men,  devoWes,  under  the  constitntion, 
by  the  common  law,  upon  ih»  judges  qf 
the  courts.  Juries  are  mere  assistaiUs 
of  the  courts,  whose  proyince  it  is  to 
aid  them  in  the  decision  of  disputed 
questions  of  fact.  If  there  is  no  real 
dispute  in  a  case,  the  court  gives  judg- 

%ient.     (Id.) 

8.  In  the  judgment  and  opinion  of  a  ma- 
jority of  men,  common  prudence  forbids 
the  attempt  by  any  person  to  cross  the 
track  of  a  railroad  in  constant  nse, 
without  first  taking  the  precaution  to 
look  both  ways  npon  the  track,  and  see 
and  ascertain  that  a  train  is  not  ap- 
proaching in  either  direction ;  and  the 
omission  to  do  so  is,  per  se,  gross  negli- 
gence, in  yiew  of  the  danger  to  be 
avoided,  and  the  fatal  conseqaenees 
involved  in  any  accident  refoltiog  from 
such  omission.    {Id.) 

9.  As  upon  the  whole  issue  in  this  case, 
it  was  impossible  for  the  jury  to  find 
that  the  plaintiff  Iiad  made  ont  a  clear, 
affirmative  case  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  unmixed  with 
any  degree  of  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  deceased,  contributing  to  the 
injury  sustained,  it  was  not  the  duty 
of  the  circuit  judge  to  have  submitted 
the  oase  to  the  jury,  and  the  motion 
for  a  non'suit  was  properly  granted. 
(Reversing  the  decision  at  general  term 
swareme  court,  19  How,  Pr.  R,,  206.) 
(fd.) 

10.  Ko  proof  of  pecttntory  or  special  dam- 
age to  the  plaintiff  or  next  of  kin  is 
necessary  to  sustain  an  action  brought 
under  the  statute  by  the  administrator 
of  the  deceased  for  injuries  to  the  per- 
son. (See  to  the  same  tffetX  OUyield 
$fi.  If.  Y.  CmUral  R,  R.  Co.,  14  N. 


Y,  R.,  310.)    (Keller  agt.  JV.r.Cwi- 
froi  R,  R.  Co.,  ante,  172.) 


11.  Tho  question  of  negligence  In  all  i 
involves  a  question  ot  fact,  and  it  is 
only  where  the  question  of  fact  is  firee 
from  all  doubt  that  the  court  has  a 
right  to  apply  the  law  without  the 
action  of  tne  jury;  that  is,  the  facta 
may  be  so  clear  and  decided  that  the 
inference  of  negligence  is  irresistible: 
and  in  eyery  such  case  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  decide ;  but  when  the  facts 
or  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  them 
are  in  any  degru  doub0d,  the  only 
proper  rule  is  to  submit  the  whole  mat- 
ter to  the  jury  under  proper  instruo- 
Uons.     (Id.) 

12.  The  negligence  of  the  party,  whleh 
will  fl^so^  his  action  in  these  cases,  is 
nothing  more  than  a  want  pf  prcper 
care ;  and  this  question  is  always  mora 
or  less  affeeted  by  the  eondnet  of  th« 
opposing  party.    ( Id, ) 

18.  It  is  not  always  negligenoe  to  eross  a 
railroad  track.  If  the  crossing  is  at  a 
time  when  no  train  is  due,  and  cannot 
be  reasonably  expected  to  pass,  it  is 
not  negligence.  It  is  not  negligenoe 
when  a  person  uses  his  faculties  the 
best  he  is  capable  of  under  the  droum- 


I  is  oapal 
.    (fd,] 


14-.  In  this  oase,  the  deceased  mother  and 
daughter,  passengers  on  a  mail  train  of 
the  defendants*  cars  going  west,  left 
the  oars  at  a  station  where  they  desired 
to  stop,  while  the  oars  were  on  a  slow 
move  forward,  getting  off  on  the  south 
side  where  there  was  another  railroad 
track,  oyer  seyen  feet  distant;  they 
attempted  to  eross  the  latter  tiaek, 
when  an  express  train  going  ptmi,  at 
the  rate  of  thirty  or  forty  miles  an  hour^ 
struck  and  killed  them  instantly.  Tha 
two  trains  should  have  passed  each 
other  two  and  a  half  miles  west  of  the 
station — the  mail  train  being  behind 
time;  held,  that  the  inference  to  be 
drawn  from  a  pretty  broad  field  of 
facts  and  oiroumatanoes,  whioh  legiti- 
mately belonged  to  the  jury,  rendered 
it  a  fit  case  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury, 
and  the  defendants'  motisB  for  a  fuw- 
suit  was  properly  dmUsd.    (Id,) 

15.  A  contract  between  a  railroad  oorpo- 
ration  and  a  gratuitous  passenger^  by 
which  the  former  is  exempted  from 
liability  under  any  drcumstanoes  of 
the  negligenoe  of  its  agents  for  any 
injury  to  the  passenger  is  not  against 
law   or  public  policy,  and  is  yalid. 

i Weils  agt.  N.  Y.  Central  R.  B.  Cq., 
I  N.  F.  «.,  181.) 
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16.  It  u  iiiun»t«ziAl  whether  the  negli- 
genoe  of  the  agents  be  alight  or  gron. 
The  tuppoeed  distinction  between  dif- 
ferent iegreea  of  negligence,  in  re- 

rt  to  the  liability  of  eommon  oar- 
,  dieoardedM  illuioryaad  imprao- 
Ueable.    (Jd.) 

17.  A  railroad  corporation  eannoty  by 
eontraoty  exempt  itself  from  liability 
to  a  paaienger  for  damage  remiltlng 
tnm  iU  own  willful  misconduct  or 
recklessnesiy  which  is  eqnlralent  there- 
to.   (Perkina  agt.  N.  F.  CaUral  R. 

18.  Bat  in  respect  to  a  gratidtons  pas- 
senger it  may  oontraet  for  exemption 
firom  liability  for  any  degree  of  negli- 
Mnee  in  its  serrants,  other  than  the 
Doaid  of  directors  or  managers  who  re- 
present the  corporation  itself;  for  all 
general  purposes.    (Id.) 

If.  Whether  the  oorpoiation  is  liable  to 
a  free  passenger,  so  contracting,  for 
negligence  in  the  construction  of  the 
road,  as  upon  an  implied  guaranty  of 
its  security,  when  the  misconduct  from 
which  the  ii\jury  resulted  was  that  of 
a  traokmaster»  who  knowingly  used 
rotten  material  in  building  abridge, 
there  being  no  OTidense  Uiat  ii  was 
known  to  the  superior  managing  offi- 
oen.     Quere,    (Xi.) 

SO.  B  SSS8W  that  the  owner  of  cattle, 
transported  for  hire  on  a  railroad,  and 
who  goes  along  in  charge  of  them,  un- 
der a  contract  that  « the  persons  riding 
free  to  take  ohuge  of  the  stock  do  so 
at  their  own  risk  of  peisonal  iigury 
from  whaterer  cause,''  is  not  to  be  re - 
SQuded  as  a  giatnitoBS  passenger.  Per 
wniAHv,  Dbhio  and  Dayibs,  Js. 
iSmUh  agt.  N.  Y.  Cemfrml  R.  R.  Co., 
UN.  Y.R.,  222.) 

21.  Whether,  as  to  one  who,  in  the  man- 
ner stated,  gives  some  consideration 
for  being  carried,  a  contract  is  valid 
which  aims  to  exempt  the  carrier  from 
liability  for  dama^  resulting  from 
thenegligenoeof  hisserYants.   Qusrs. 

».  Tke  OWMT  of  wttU  trnveling  in 
chaiv*  of  them,  msder  sneh  a  eeotvMt, 
and  paying  no  independent  considera- 
tion fbr  the  conreyanoe  of  himself, 
was  injured  by  the  gross  negligence  of 
an  agent  of  the  earner  In  using  an  un- 
fit and  dangerous  car.  The  canier 
was  held  liable  by  a  divided  court, 
four  of  the  Judges  going  on  the  ground 
that  the  oontraet  for  exemption  from 
||«UUt;f  was  Toid,  m  afeinit  pubUo 


poUoy;.aad  the  fifth,  that  the  n^- 
gence,  as  it  respected  the  maelkinery  of 
transportation,  is  imputable  to  the 
carrier  himself.     (i».) 

28.  A  railroad  corporation  which  has 
oompleted  its  road  between  the  termini 
named  in  its  charter  or  articles,  fo^ 
fcits  its  franchise  by  abandoning  or 
ceasing  to  operate  a  part  of  the  route. 
(People  agt.  Albcwu  and  VenuMt  B. 
R.  Co.,  U  N.  Y.  R.,  2«1.) 

24.  R  stoma  that  the  oorporation  owes  a 
duty  to  the  public  to  exercise  the 
franchise  granted  to  it,  and  that  it 
cannot  abandon  a  portion  of  its  road 
and  incur  a  forfeiture  at  its  mere  plea- 
sure. Per  Dekio,  SnTHSRLANn,  Ai.* 
LBN  and  SwTH,  Js.    (Id.) 

26.  The  remedy,  however.  Is  not  an  ac- 
tion in  equity,  on  behalf  of  the  public, 
to  enforce  a  specific  perfomance,  but 
by  mandamus  or  indictment,  or,  by  the 
election  of  the  State,  by  proceeding  to 
annul  the  corporation.    (Id.) 

26.  The  statute  (eh.  270  of  1847)  mak- 
ing a  company  which  owns  a  milroad 
oonnectiuff  with  one  or  more  other 
roads,  and  recdves  freight  to  be  trans* 
ported  to  a  place  on  the  line  of  a  road 
thus  eonneeted,  liable  as  ooaunon  car- 
riers for  the  delivery  thereof,  applist 
as  well  where  one  of  the  connectiBg 
roads  is  wholly  beyond  this  State  as 
where  all  are  within  it.  (Bmiio  agt. 
M^jfalo  MUf  audo  Um  R.  R.  Co.,  24 
N.  Y.  R.,  269.) 

27.  The  statute  not  only  Imposes  the 
duty,  upon  the  company  andertaking 
it,  of  delivering  the  goods  at  the  place 
of  destination,  out  enables  it  to  make 
a  special  contract  for  their  delivery  in 
a  limited  time.    (Id.) 

28.  Hold,  aoeofdingly,  that  a  company 
whose  road  terminated  at  the  bomidaiy 
of  this  State,  where  it  eonneeted  with 
aehain  of  roads  running  throngfa  Pesn- 
lylvania,  Ohio,  Ao.,  was  liable  under 
its  spoeial  eontiaet  for  the  delivenr  ^ 
goods,  in  three  days,  at  a  point  hi  Illi- 
nois»  upon  such  chain  of  roads.    (IL) 

29.  Jl  seems  that  such  special  contract  is 
valid  at  common  law  mdependently  of 
the  statute.  Por  Daino,  Batibs, 
Gould  and  Allbh,  Js.    (Id.) 

SO.  A  pu^  claiming  to  have  been  In- 
Jnred  by  tne  negligenoe  of  another  must 
ftdl  in  his  action,  unless  it  appear  that 
he  was  firee  fh>m  any  negUgenee  with- 
out which  the  injury  would  not  have 
happened.     The  greatest  negUgsnoe 
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on  the  part  of  the  defendant  will  not 
care  the  defect  of  the  leaat  negligence 
Qontributing  to  the  injnry  on  the  plain- 
tirs  part.  (  Wilds  agt.  Hudson  River 
R.  R,  Co,,  24  N.  r.  R,s  430.) 

81.  Cases  of  negligenee  form  no  excep- 
tion to  the  rule  that  it  is  the  jadge's 
duty  to  non-snit  where  averdiet  for  the 
plaintiff  would  be  clearly  against  the 
weight  of  evidence.     (Id.) 

SS.  One  drirtag  in  a  highway  aaroH  a 
railroad  u  guilty  of  negligence  fatal 
to  an  aetion,  if  he  does  so  without 
looking  for  a  train  whiA  he  wonld 
hare  seen,  or  listeninff  for  signals  of 
Its  approach  which  he  would  bare 
beard)  in  time  to  hare  avoided  a  eoUi- 
non.    {Id,y 

83.  It  is  also  such  negligence  in  one 
knowing  the  position  of  the  railroad 
and  the  frequent  passage  of  trains^  to 
approadi  the  crossing  at  such  speed  as 
to  be  unable  to  stop  his  horses  before 
actually  getting  upon  the  track.  It  is 
•HOT  to  refuse  so  to  charge  wi  thont  the 
qoalifleatioB  that  the  defendant  must 

■  haire  need  piioper  preeantions  to  notify 
trarelers  of  \hm  approaoh  of  a  train, 
(irf.) 

34.  A  contractor  for  the  eonstmction  of 
part  of  a  imlhrood  is  not  a  laborer  or 
serrant,  within  the  proTlsfon  of  the 
general  railroad  act,  making  stock- 
holders pMsonaUj  liable  for  the  debts 
of  the  oorpoiBtioB.  (AiUn  agt.  JVas- 
so»,24ir.  Y,R^4»1,) 

85.  To  corroborate  the  conductor  on  a 
railroad  in  respect  to  the  time  of  the 
arrival  of  his  train  at  a  station,  eri- 
dence  is  admiaible  that  he  made  a 
oontemporaneous  memorandum.  In 
eomplianoe  with  a  regulation  requiring 
it;  and  the  time  table  regulating  the 
running,  stoppage,  &o.,  of  such  train 
may  also  l>e  proved.  (Barksr  agt.  N, 
Y.  CmUrai  R.  £.  Co.,  i^N.T.  R., 
599.) 

86.  So,  also,  evidence  it  admissible  of 
the  regulations  of  the  corporation,  and 
of  the  custom  of  its  agents,  in  respect 
to  giving  notice  to  passengers  of  the 
necessity  of  their  ofaanging  cars  in 
order  to  reaoh  a  given  statiosu    (Id.) 

87.  A  passenger  was  pointed  by  an  agent 
of  the  carrier  te  a  train  then  standing 
in  his  sight-aa  one  which  would  convey 
him  to  Lyons.  That  train,  after  run- 
ning one  hundred  ad  fifty  miles*  de- 
flected to  a  branch  road  not  passing 
through  Lyons,  but  was  foHowed  an 
hour    aftmrwwdf    by  another  train 


which  passed  through  Lyons.  HM, 
that  the  passenger  was  in  fault  for  be- 
ing miscarried,  if,  at  or  before  reach- 
ing the  point  of  divergence,  the  carrier 
used  such  means  as  would  have  con- 
veyed to  a  traveler  of  ordinary  intelli- 
genoe,  using  reasonable  eare  and  at- 
tention, information  of  the  neoessity 
of  his  transferring  iumself  to  the  sec- 
ond train.     (Xi.) 

38.  If  the  traveler,  without  fault  on  hi* 
part,  passed  the  point  of  divergence, 
but  was  apprised  of  his  error  and  re- 
quested to  take  a  return  train  on 
which  he  would  have  been  carried  free, 
in  season  to  have  reached  a  train 
which  would  have  carried  him  to 
Lyons  without  delay,  his  refusal  to  do 
so,  and  persisting  in  remaining  upon 
the  wrong  train,  renders  him  a  tres- 
passer, liable  to  ejection  from  the  can. 
(LL) 

39.  Bjectment  lies  by  the  owner  of  the 
fee  in  land  sabjeet  to  a  public  ease- 
ment, against  a  party  appropriating  it 
to  private  occupation.  (Carvenfsragt. 
Oswego  and  Syracuse  R.  R*  Co,,  24 
N.  r.  R.y  655.) 

40.  The  laying  down  in  a  street  by  a 
railroad  corporation  of  its  traok  and 
rails  is  such  an  exclusive  occupation  as 
to  give  an  action  to  the  owner  of  the 
fee,  although  the  track  has  not  been 
used,  nor  connected  with  other  portions 
of  the  railroad  which  were  in  nse. 
(Jd.) 

41.  Where  land  hae  been  taken  for  a 
tompike,  and  af terwasdf  transfened, 
by  legislative  authority,  ton  railroad 
oompany,  without  compensation  by  the 
latter  to  the  owner  of  the  fee,  he  may 
maintain  saeoeisive  aetkms  for  dam- 
ages resulting  from  such  ooeupation, 
as  a   continuing  nuisaaoe.     (MoAoft 

;.  N.  F.  CeiUralR.  A.  Co.,  24  if. 
B.,  658.) 

42.  Theuseoftheiamd  lora  xailroad  Is 
totally  different  ftom  that  public  right 
of  passage  for  which  highwaye  were 
designed.    (Id.) 

48.  It  i9  not  against  puMie  policy,  nor 
unlawful  for  a  railroad  oompany  to 
eonver  passengers  by  stage  to  and  from 
one  of  its  stations  and  an  adjacent  vil- 
lage, in  oonneetion  with  and  as  a  part 
of  ite  business  of  transporting  pa«en- 
gers  upon  its  road;  nor  is  a  oontraet 
made  bv  it  thus  to  carry  passengers 
ultra  vires.  Such  a  contract  being 
lawful,  the  railroad  company^  in  an  ae- 
tion  foirdamagiM  for  inimet  xemltiDg 
from  negligent  of  the  oompany  to 
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ft  pMienger  Tiding  in  sneh  sta^,  is 
•stopped  from  denying  its  Talidity. 
(Burnt  ngt.  Troy  tf  Boston R.  R.  Co., 
30  Barb.,  420.) 

44.  Where  there  was  snfflcient  proof  of 
•n  undertaking  on  the  part  of  a  rail- 
road company  to  transport  a  passenger 
ftnd  his  goods  over  its  road;  and  that 
the  company's  eondnetors  haring  ac- 
cepted and  treated  snch  passenger's 
ticket  as  sufficient,  held  that  the  law 
would  presame  the  contract  made  by 
the  agent  of  the  company  on  its  behalf 
to  transport  the  passenger  and  his 
goods,  was  valid  and  binding  upon  the 
company  until  the  contrary  appeared. 
(  Okuco  agt.  N,  Y,  Central  R.  R .  Co., 
36  Barb.,  557.) 

45.  The  obligation  of  a  railroad  company 
is  to  take  whatever  is  delivered  and  re- 
ceived as  baggage  from  a  passenger, 
in  the  baggage  car  of  a  passenffer  train 
in  which  the  passenger  takes  his  pas- 
sage, and  take  it  along  with  and  de- 
liver it  to  the  passenger  at  the  place 
of  destination  in  the  usual  manner  of 
transportiDgnuid  delivering  baggage. 
And  this  obligation  applies  to  all  bag- 
gage, whether  within  or  beyond  the 
quantity  allowed  to  a  passenger  in- 
cluded in  the  price  of  his  passage.  (Id.) 

46.  The  sUtute  of  1836  and  18.38,  incor- 
porating the  Auburn  A  Rochester  rail- 
road company,  was  designed  to  secure 
the  actual  attendance  of  some  fit  per- 
son, before  the  jury  of  appraisers,  to 
assess  the  value  of  the  land  required 
for  the  oonstrnction  of  its  road  through 
a  particular  county,  as  guardian  or 
attorney  of  an  infant  owner  of  land, 
to  attend  personally  to  the  interest  of 
the  infant  upon  the  appraisement ;  and 
without  such  appearance,  all  the  doings 
of  the  jury,  in  the  proceeding,  are  en- 
tirely unauthorised  and  void.  (Hotch- 
kits  agt.  Auburn  ^  Rochegtor  R.  R. 
Co»,  36  Barb.,  600.) 

47.  In  an  action  by  an  administrator, 
etc.,  of  a  person  killed  by  being  eject- 
ed from  the  oars  of  a  railroad  company, 
to  recover  damages  for  the  wrong,  the 
administrator  is  a  competent  witness 
in  his  own  behalf.  ( Sailor d  agt. 
Eighth  Avenue  R.  R.  Co.,  7  Bosw.. 
122.) 

48.  In  snch  action,  the  facts  that  the  in- 
testate entered  the  ear  intending  not 
to  pay  fare,  and  that  he  refused  to  pay 
fare  or  leave,  and  resisted  the  efforts 
made  to  put  him  off  the  car,  do  not  of 
themselves  necessarily  constitute  that 
40B«nrring  negUgence  or  fault  wMoh 


defeats  a  reoovery.  If  there  is  no  ac- 
tual negligence  of  the  decedent  at  the 
.  time  of  his  being  pnt  off,  to  which  his 
injury  and  death  may  in  fact  be  im- 
puted, the  company  is  liable.*    (Xi.) 

49.  Where  the  negligenee  of  two  patties 
using  the  public  highway  eonears,  and 
the  negligenee  of  each  oositribntes  to 
produce  collision  and  injury,  neither 
can  recover  damages  from  the  other  for 
the  injury  so  received.  If  the  plain- 
tiff's agent  and  stage-driver  be  negli- 
gent on  his  part,  in  carelessly  crosring 
a  railroad  track,  and  receives  injury  by 
a  collision  with  a  railroad  ear,  it  is 
enroneons  to  ins  tract  the  jury,  that  if, 
when  the  driver  of  the  ear  saw  the 
driver  of  the  stage  attempting  to  cross 
the  track,  the  car-driver,  by  ordintry 
care,  conld  have  slackened  the  speed 
of  his  car,  if  the  brakes  had  been  in 
good  order,  so  as  to  have  avoided  a 
collision,  the  defendants  are  liable. 
(Ovpen  agt.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co., 
1  Bosv>.,  329.) 

60.  A  railroad  company  ia  bound  to  keep 
its  cars  in  good  and  safe  working  cird«r, 
and  is  also  bound  to  caose  them  to  be 
driven  in  a  careful  manner;  and  if  ia 
either  particular  they  are  negligent, 
they  are  liable  to  any  one  who,  with- 
out concurring  negligenoe  on  his  party 
is  injured  thereby,  but  to  no  others. 
(W.) 
51.  An  instraetlon,  that  if  the  jnry  be- 
lieved it  impossible  that  the  injury  to 
the  plaintiff,  by  the  defendants,  could 
have  been  occasioned  in  the  manner 
stated  by  the  plaintiff>he  could  not  re- 
cover ;  but  that  it  was  not  essential  to 
his  right  to  recover,  that  the  injnry 
should  have  occurred  precisely  as  he 
alleged,  if  in  fact  he  was  injured  by 
the  collision,  by  the  negligence  of  the 
company  (defendants)  withoot  fault  on 
Ids  part,  is  in  substance  correct,  and  a 
full  response  to  the  requested  instmc- 
tion.  (Pollard  agt.  N.  Y.  4r  New  Ha- 
ven R.R.  Co.,  7  Boiw.,  437.) 

See  HiOHWATB,  1.  2.  3.  4.  5. 

Bee  Taxes  aitd  Assxssxbhts,  S. 

See  Common  Carrixb,  9. 

See  NEGLiasNCBy  4. 

See  Bonds,  1. 


•This  seems  to  present  the  qnestioa 
whether,  where  the  decedei^t  was  iig'ond 
by  s  railroad  company  while  in  the  com- 
mission of  a  willful  trespass  against  the 
company,  it  is  equivalent  to  aotoal  nsg- 
ligence  by  him  when  iignred  by  the  eom« 
pany. 
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RBOEIVBRS. 

1.  The  employment  of  the  defendant,  by 
the  receiveri  in  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings, to  make  collections  for  him, 
where  it  appears  no  part  of  the  assigned 
fand  has  been  used  for  the  benefit  of 
the  defendant,  ia  not  a  sufficient 
ground  for  a  removal  of  the  receiver. 
(Rots  &  Burdick  agt.  Bridge,  ante 
168.) 

2.  A  plaintiff  at  whose  solicitation  a  rt- 
ceiver  ha«  been  appointed,  cannot  be 
allowed  to  prosecute  a  claim  in  this 
court  for  which  a  judgment  has  been 
already  obtained  for  his  benefit  and  on 
his  behalf  by  the  receiver,  in  another 
court.  (Tivkham  agt.  Bont,  arUB, 
246.) 

8.  The  right  cf  action  to  olaitais  for  divi- 
dends improperly  declared  by  an  in- 
solvent banking  corporation  is  in  the 
eredUort  and  not  in  the  receiver. 
(BiUtertDorth    agt.    O'Brien,    ante, 

4.  Where  the  complaint  by  the  receiver 
averred  that  the  defendant  (former 
president  of  the  bank)  used  Jictitious 
notee  in  lien  of  money  of  the  bank, 
which  he  fraudulently  used  and  dis- 
posed of,  and  that  such  notes  were 
among  the  assets  of  the  bank.  Held, 
that  these  facts,  if  proven,  would  be 
sufficient  to  put  the  defendant  on  his 
defence,  and  showed  a  cause  of  action 
in  favor  of  the  receiver.     {Id.) 

5.  A  judgment  creditor  having  tupple- 
mentary  proceedings  pending,  is  not 
entitled  to  eight  days*  notice  of  an  ap- 
plication for  a  receiver  by  another 
creditor*  A  less  notice  is  sufficient. 
(Leggett  agt.  Sloan,  ante,  479.) 

6.  The  provisions  of  the  statute  requi- 
ring a  receiver  to  take  a  prescribed 
oath  and  file  it,  is  directory,  and  the 
omission  to  take  and  file  it  until  after 
the  receiver,  as  suoh,  has  brought  a 
suit,  is  not  sufficient  cause  for  dis- 
missing the  suit.  (Dayton  agt.  Bortt, 
7  Boew.,  115.) 

7.  Where  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  as 
not  stating  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
A  cause  of  action  has  been  sustained  by 
the  court,  it  is  a  conclusive  answer  to 
a  motion  upon  the  complaint  for  an  in- 
junction and  receiver.  (Mowbray  agt. 
LawreneefH  Abb,,  160.) 

8.  An  order  directing  the  continuance  of 
a  receivership  during  the  peudenoy  of 
any  appeal  whieh  thoald  be  taken 
ftom  the  final  deoiM.    Held,  to  oon* 


tinue  the  receiver's  anthority,  not 
only  during  the  appeal  to  the  general 
term  bat  also  to  an  appeal  to  the  oonrt 
of  appeali  from  an  oider  of  the  general 
term  granting  a  new  trial.  (McMahom 
agt.  Allen,  14  Abb.,  220.) 

9.  The  general  term  will  not  inierfera 
with  an  order  at  special  term  appoint- 
ing a  reoeiver  in  a  case  within  the  dif - 
eretion  of  the  special  term.     (Xi.) 

See  Pabtitbbb  and  PABTKinsHlPf » 
12.  13. 

See  SVPPLBMBHTAT  PBOOBBDIVaf » 

6.8. 
See    Mabuvactubivs    Cobpoba- 

TIOBB,  2. 

See  Dbbd,  8. 

See  Babkib«  CoBPOBATioirt,  8.  •• 


RBFEREBS  AND  BBPOBTS. 

1.  Where  a  referee  not  only  deddef 
against  the  vfeight  (^  evidence,  but  em 
in  the  application  of  t^^rWas  qflaw, 
it  is  error  of  fad  asid_  qf  law.  And  a 
wrong  result  upon  undisputed  evidence 
is  an  error  qf  law,  (Brown  agt.  Psft- 
field,  ante,M') 

2.  Where  the  decision  of  a  referee  on  a 
question  of  fact  is  affirmed  by  the  court 
at  general  term,  it  Is  conclusive ;  that 
question  cannot  be  reviewed  by  this 
pourt.  (Rtformed  Protestant  Dutch 
Church  agt.  Brown,  ante,  76.) 

8.  Where  the  same  d^endante  in  several 
causes,  sued  by  different  plaintiib 
claiming  for  labor  and  team-work  done 
on  defendants*  imilroad  for  sub-con- 
tractors,  entered  into  a  writtten  stipu- 
lation in  all  of  the  eaoses,  providing 
that  all  proceedings  should  be  staTed 
in  the  above  entitled  causes,  and  tnat 
they  should  «<  abide  the  result  of  the 
final  judgment  rendered  in  the  ease  of 
John  IhuooU  act.  The  Saokett*s  Har- 
bor A  Saratoga  Railroad  Co.,  (defend- 
ants in  these  causes,)  in  which  veidiet 
is  to  be  taken  on  written  stipulation  as 
to  facts,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
general  term,"  held,  that  the  plaintilf 
in  the  John  Driscoll  case  having  sub- 
sequently obtained  final  judgment 
against  the  defendants,  the  plain tiiiii 
in  each  of  these  eases  were,  on  a  refer- 
ence for  that  purpose,  simply  to  prove 
the  amowU  qf  their  damages,  respeet- 
ively,  allowing  the  defendants  to  oon- 
trovert  their  proof  on  that  single  peM 
OM^.  (Honlakan  agi.  a^dseWs  Bar" 
bar  4r  SsK^aidga  M.  R.  Co.,  mOtf  IM.) 
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4i  If  ft  pftriy  Mkt  to  ha^  pftriiwlar 
Itena  oonsidered  in  ft  •out  of  raYiew, 
ftftd  ft  T«port  Mi  ftside  for  their  ftllow- 
lowftnM  or  disftlloifftBOO,  it  is  not  4e- 
Mftodiftg  of  tkim  too  wsoh  to  require 
thftt  he  shall,  Ist.  Bring  theatttfttion 
of  the  referee  speeifioallj  to  them.  i<2. 
Make  it  manifest  what  dispoeitien  the 
referee  has  in  fkot  made  of  them,  by 
obtaining  ttam  him  a  specifio  report  on 
the  snbjeot.  And  8d.  Bxoept  epeoifi- 
eally  to  the  report  in  those  partioulan. 
(Id.) 

ft.  In  ftU  these  actions  where  the  nature 
of  the  cause  qf  action  is  snoh,  that  the 
defendant  may  be  arrested  nnder  sec- 
tion 179  of  the  Code,  it  most  be  Btated 
in  th4  complaint ;  otherwise,  an  exe- 
cution cannot  issne  against  the  person, 
unlets  aa  order  of  oldest  has  been 
served.  (Atoeha  agt.  Garcia,  ante, 
186.) 

6.  Bat  where  the  action  is  one  in  which 
the  defendant  cannot  be  arrested,  with- 
out some  extruisic  fact,  forming  no 
part  of  the  cause  of  action,  bnt  merely 
neidontal  to  it,  the  fact  must  be  sta- 
ted in  an  affidavit,  and  an  order  of  ar- 
rest must  be  obtained  and  served ;  and 
the  averment  of  such  fact  in  the  com- 
plaint will  not  alone  aathorise  an  exe- 
ention  against  the  person.  Henoe  the 
averment  in  the  complaint  is  iirunale- 
fiaU    {Id.) 

t.  For  instance,  where  the  substftntive 
cause  of  action  alleged  in  the  complaint 
is  the  debt  soucht  to  be  recovered,  and 
ftUegationsof^^aiui  are  also  averred, 
the  fraud  being  incidental,  and  only 
important  to  the  plaintiff  ss  furnishing 
the  ground  for  obtaining  the  provisional 
remedy  of  arrest;  the  allegations  of 
frnud  in  the  complaint  are  immaterial 
and  unnecessary.  The  issue  to  be  tried 
in  the  action  is  tjbe  debt,  not  the  fraud- 
nlent  contraction  of  it.  The  judginent 
recovered  is  foe  the  debt,  not  for  the 
fraud.     {Id.) 

9.  Such  an  action,  where  it  involves  the 
examination  of  a  loag  account,  although 
ftn  order  of  arrest  has  been  obtained, 
may  be  r^ftrred,  under  §  271  of  the 
Code,  without  the  consent  of  the  par- 
ties.    (Id.) 

9.  The  <<  act  to  facilitoto  the  dosing  up 
of  insolvent  and  dissolved  mutual  in- 
Virance  companies,'*  passed  April  21, 
1862,  is  not  unconstitutional,  as  Im- 
pairing the  right  qf  trial  by  jury.  A 
CQffifmZsory  r^erence,  therefore,  may 
bt  ordered  ia  these  ca«ii«*  (S«/ndBnaU 


10.  The  facts  fcnnd  by  a  referae 
sustain  his  findings  upon  the  Iftw,  and 
the  law  of  the  ease  must  be  predicated 
upon  such  findings  of  facts.  In  re- 
viewing a  judgment  upon  a  report  of  a 
referee,  the  court  acts  simply  as  an 
appellate  tribunal,  and  must  revvTse  a 
judgment  not  warranted  by  appropri- 
ato  findings  on  thw  questions  of  fact, 
where  the  proper  exception  is  tahen. 
(Buckingham  agt.  Paiyne,  36  JKort., 
81.) 

11.  The  report  of  a  referee,  lihe  the  ver- 
dict of  ft  jury,  in  ft  case  of  conflicting 
evidence,  is  conclusive  as  to  questions 
of  fact.  (Hoagland  agt.  Wright,  7 
BostD.,  ZH.) 

12.  Where  the  facts  fonnally  found  by  a 
referee  authorise  the  judgment  he  di- 
rects, it  will  not  be  reversed  merely 
because  his  report  docs  not  fbrmally 
dispose  of  all  the  issues,  if  there  is  no 
evidence  in  the  ease  which  would  war- 
rant  a  finding  upon  the  issues  not  pass- 
ed upon.  (Alger  agt.  Raymand,  7 
Hosw.,  418.) 

13.  To  authorise  the  ordering  of  a  refer* 
ence  compulsorily,  it  must  ftppeor  tnm. 
the  pftpers  on  which  it  is  grftntad,  that 
some  or  one  of  the  issnee  will  require 
the  examination  of  a  long  aeoouat. 
And  where  there  is  oonflieting  evidence 
before  the  judge  aa  to  that  point,  his 
decision  will  he  final,  and  cannot  be 
reviewed.  Where  the  only  oTidence  is 
ftn  aSdavit  that  the  action  is  broogfat 
to  recover  the  sum  of  $162,  fov  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  enough  is  not  shewn 
to  eonfer  authorl^  to  refer  tba  cause. 
(WhUaksr  agt.  Ptfoesa,  %  Bo«w., 
678.) 

See  AppSALy  16.  19.  20.  21. 
See  fixBOUTOBfl  iarj>  AnHurnrBA- 
T0B8>  7.  8. 9. 


KBLiaiOUS  CORPOBATIOKS. 

1.  Where  an  individual  at  the  fonnatioa 
of  ft  religious  society  promises,  by  sub' 
sorption,  to  pfty  ft  certftin  sum  towwds 
the  erection  of  ft  chnieh  edifice,  ftnd  ft 
further  ycftrly  sun  for  the  support  of 
the  minister,  the  contmet  is  Madi^, 
notwithstanding  the  society  wns  not 
legftUy  incorporated  until  sona  time 
ftltorwards,  and  the  church  edifice  was 
not  then  completed.  (R^ormed  Pf^ 
teetant  Dutch  Churdi  agt.  Brcfenx 
ante,  76,  Court  of  Appeale.) 

2.  It  U  Bob  aeoassagy  that  thani^wfat 
^  thft  Mhsoriptktt  likmhh  ha  t»  « 
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with  the  loeiety  in  its  eorp^ate  iopa* 
§Uf»  The  aodetjy  om.  beeoming  inoer- 
poTmted,  isy  threagh  its  tnuteesy  vetted 
under  the  statute  with  ftatherity  to  de- 
msad  and  reeelre  the  sabssription. 
(W.) 

8.  Before  persons  elaininff  to  be  trustees 
of  a  reUgioQs  society,  where  their  right 
of  office  is  disputed,  oan  maintain  an 
aotion  in  the  name  of  the  society  to 
restrain  indiridnals  in  possession  and 
claiming  to  be  the  trustees  duly  elect- 
ed, from  dosing  the  church  edifice, 
and  from  prereating  the  pastor  from 
holding  religious  meetines  therein, 
Ac.,  the  plaintiffs  must  nave  been 
peaceably  admitted  to  the  office  of 
trustees  of  the  socilty,  or  have  estab- 
liBhed  their  tiUe  thereto  by  a  direct 
pioeeediag  or  aetioa,  brought  for  that 
purpose  by  the  attorney  general.  The 
oourt  will  not,  ea  saotioa,  decide  who 
are  the  lightfal  ewneis  of  the  society, 
er  determine  their  right  te  the  oAee. 
(North  BapHM  Chmrth,  SUaten  Mamd, 
agt.  Parktr,  86  Bark.,  171.) 

4.  Where  the  snbesribers  to  a  paper  sere* 
salty  agreed  well  tad  truly  to  pay  the 
sereral  sums  set  epfKM&te  to  their  ve- 

speetiye  names,  to  tiia  treasorer  of  a 
board  of  tnwteee,  to  be  thereafter 
elected  >  said  money  ta  ba  expended  in 
the  ersetiom  oC  an  Instikution  of  learn- 
ing, to  be  built  of  brick,  Ao.,  k§ld 
that  each  subscription  should  be  re- 
garded as  a  conditional  promise  or  po- 
position  to  pay  the  sum  subscribed 
towards  the  expense  of  erecting  an 
instltutiott  of  learning  In  the  manner 
and  upon  the  terms  awl  of  the  descrip- 
tion specified  in  the  paper,  which  pro- 
mise became  binding  upon  each  sub- 
scriber when  accepted  and  acted  upon 
1^  the  oorporation  by  proceeding  to 
make  contracts,  Ac.,  for  the  erection 
of  the  buildittg,  Ac.  (  Wayne  and  Oa- 
tario  ColUgiate  ImtiMe  agt.  SmUh, 
36  Barh.j  676.) 


BBXOYAL  07  OAUSB  TO  U.  S. 
OOURT. 

,.  A  foreign  intvtranee  compaay  created 
l^  the  laws  of  another  state,  but  do- 
ing business  in  this  etate,  under  and  in 
compliance  with  our  laws,  on  being 
sued  by  a  oilisea  of  this  states  cannot 
lemoTc  Uie  eaace  into  the  drouit  coart 
of  the  United  States,  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  a  eUiztn  qf  another  ataie. 
(Stmem  agt.  Phmmia  Im/mmtt  Cam- 
,  »lf .) 


S.  The  power  of  rsmoral  of  a  cause  into 
the  U.  S.  circuit  court,  where  the  right 
of  the  defendant  is  expressly  doubtful, 
should  not  be  exercised  by  the  state 
court.  (Anderson  agt.  MoiHf^aefar- 
oro*  Bank,\lA\ib.,AS^.) 


RESTITUTION. 
See  Afpial,  2.  3. 

RIPARIAN  PROPRIBTOR. 
See  Lakss,  1. 

SALB. 

1.  A  writing  in  this  form,  ««F.  bought 
of  W.  one  horse,  $160.  Reoeived 
payment.  W.,"  given  upon  the  pur- 
chase of  and  payment  for  the  horse,  is 
a  mere  receipt,  and  not  a  contract  or 
bill  of  sale,  so  as  to  exclude  parol  evi- 
dence of  a  warranty  of  soundness  of 
the  horse  by  the  vendor.  (FUfcint 
agt.  Whalandy  24  N,  T.  R.,  338.) 

2.  Where  goods  are  sold  by  a  broker 
withoot  disclosing  his  principal,  the 
purchaser  when  sued  by  the  principal 
for  the  price,  cannot  set-oir  a  debt  due 
to  him  from  the  broker.  Where  a  sale 
is  made  by  a  factor,  the  purchaser  as 
a  gsBieral  rale,  may  set-eff  a  debt  due 
to  him  from  the  faetor.  (BM$g  agt. 
Aiss,  7  itosw.,  839.)  • 

See  MoBTOAeaFoaxcLoauBas  4.  9. 
10. 

See  Jvaevsmr,  6.  6. 

See  Dbbd,  8. 

See  Ybkdob  and  Vbvdbb. 

See  Shbbifv,  1. 

See  Hobbstbaj^  BzBMHEiQir,.  X, 


SB0URIT7  FOR  COSTS. 

1.  There  Is  no  enactment  either  of  tha 
Code  or  otherwise,  changing  the  prac- 
tice of  obtaining  and  filing  seeartfy  for 
easts,  (CadnDell  agt.  MamUng,  ante, 
88.) 

2.  A  chamber  order,  ex  parte,  contain- 
ing a  persmpeory  orifer  to  flic  security 
for  costs,  and  in  default  thereof  to 
show  cause  why  the  complaint  should 
not  be  dismissed,  is  irrsguUtr.     (Id.) 

See  IsjvvcuoB,  1.  2. 

See  FoBBXM  CMvoftAMsm,  %. 
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SBRYICB. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  delaye  nntil  the 
second  day  of  the  circuit,  to  file  and 
serve  an  affidavit  qf  merits  in  order  to 
prevent  an  inaueety  he  is  hound  at  his 
peril  to  serve  it  in  such  a  way  as,  in 
all  reasonable  probability,  to  bring  the 
ierrice  to  the  knowledge  of  the  attor- 
ney or  ooonset  of  the  plaintiff  having 
oharge  of  the  canse  at  the  eironit,  be- 
fore the  inquest  is  taken.  (Smith 
agt.  Aylesworth,  ante,  33.) 

S.  A  service  made  on  a  clerk  in  the  office, 
in  the  absence  of  the  attorney,  must  be 
regarded  equivalent  to  service  upon 
the  attorney  personally.     (Id,) 

t «  Whore  the  service  of  process  or  papers 
upon  a  person  is  made  by  viol&Uly 
thrusting  them  upon  his  person,  the 
servioe  will  be  held  void,  although  the 
person  or  officer  making  the  servioe 
may  have  stated  the  nature  of  the  pa- 
pers, and  the  person  upon  whom  they 
were  intended  to  bo  served  refused  to 
receive  them .  In  other  words,  a  per- 
son or  an  officer  has  no  right  to  commit 
an  assault  and  battery  upon  an  indi- 
vidual in  trying  to  serve  the  P«>peTs 
upon  him.  (Davison  agt.  Baker, 
ante,  39.) 

4.  Where  a  person  upon  whom  servioe  of 
process  or  papers  is  desired  to  be  made, 
rtfuses  to  receive  them,  the  person  or 
officer  making  the  servioe  should  in- 
form him  of  the  nature  of  the  papers 
and  of  his  purpose  to  make  servioe  of 
them,  and  lay  them  down  at  any  ap- 
propriate plau  in  his  presence,    (Jd,) 

b.  It  is,  to  say  the  least,  questionable 
whether  any  cour^  can  extend  the  time 
to  appeal,    (Qallt  agt.  Finch,  ante, 
193.) 
See  CoHTBifPT,  6. 
See  BzoBPTioHS,  4. 


SBT-OFF. 

1.  In  an  aotion  to  set-qjB^ Judgments,  one 
acainflt  the  other,  the  statute  of  set- 
off must  control ;  and  the  equities  of 
the  parties  are  paramount  to  the  attoT' 
ney's  Hen  for  costs.  (Roberts  agt. 
Carter,  ante,  44.) 

S.  In  eases  of  counter-indebtedness  aris- 
ing out  of  mutual  dealings,  either  party 
Is  entitled,  upon  a  liquidated  debt  to 
him  becoming  due,  to  have  it  set-off 
against  debts  wfaioh  he  owes  to  the 
•ther  party.  (Sek^H^hKn  agt.  Bme- 
ilE(iA,UiU.»lU.) 


8.  This  right  may  be  enforeed  againat  an 
assignee  for  the  benefit  of  eraditon,  if 
the  eontraot  creating  Uie  debt  had  been 
executed,  to  that  the  assignor's  lia.bility 
had  been  fixed  before  the  anignsBent 
was  executed.     (Id.) 

See  Answer,  3.  3.  4.  6.  6. 

See  Sale,  2. 

See  AccoxnrT,  1. 

See  C0U5TSR  Claim,  1.  2. 

See  PaBTRBB  AVD   PAJITVBBtHIPiy 

19. 
See  JvnGXBm,  14. 


SHERIFF. 

1.  Where  an  under  sheriff  agreed  with 
the  bidders  at  a  sheriff's  sale  to  war- 
rant the  titie  to  the  property  sold,  held 
that  such  an  agreement  rested  upon  no 
oonsideration  of  benefit  to  the  dieriff, 
except  as  it  might  tend  to  inorease  his 
fees  of  office,  and  that  in  that  respect 
it  was  void  as  against  public  poliey. 
A  sheriff  acts  officially  in  selling  the 
property  of  a  stranger  to  the  execu- 
tion, as  the  property  of  the  defendant 
therein.  He  may  take  an  indemnity 
from  the  plaintiff  for  suoh  an  act, 
when  done  in  good  faith,  bnt  cannot 
give  an  indemnity  to  the  bidders  at 
Uie  sale.  (BaU  agt.  PraU,  86  Barb,, 
402.) 

2.  After  the  sheriff  had  become  liable 
for  an  escape  in  taking  an  insufficient 
bond  from  a  prisoner  in  oontentpt,  the 

groseoutor  took  an  acrignment  of  the 
ond,  after  breach  of  its  condition, 
and  also  took  an  order  for  a  further 
attachment,  but  failed  to  issue  the 
latter,  and  the  prisoner  was  surren- 
dered by  his  bail.  Held  a  waiver  of 
the  prosecutor's  right  of  action  against 
the  sheriff.  (Weston  agt.  Campbell, 
14  Abb.,  410.) 


SLANDBB. 

1  •  In  a  Qomplaint  for  slander^  where  the 
words  charged  were,  <  ^  nothing  ails  him 
but  the  pox;  hfi  is  rotten  with  it;  he 
got  it,"  Ac.,  held  that  the  words  are 
actionable  per  se.  (Hewit  agt.  Jfossn, 
ante,  368.) 

2.  If  the  allegations  of  spedal  damagt 
by  reason  of  the  words  spoken  are  not 
sufficiently  specific,  the  objection  can- 
not be  raised  by  denwrer ;  the  remedy 
is  by  motioiimidar  the  Gods  (§1M.) 
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8.  Ad  Mtion  for  glander,  In  efaftTging  the 
plaintiff  with  h&Ting  *<8tolen  tea,  sugar 
and  oalieo,  and  carried  it  away,''  can- 
not be  sastained  where  the  proof  was 
that  the  defendant  alleg^  the  plaintiff 
*'took,teA  and  coffee  from  her,  and  she 
found  them  in  her  things,''  or  that 
<<8he  had  taken  tea  and  calico,"  Ac. 
The  words  proved  not  being  actionable 
perse,  an  action  can  be  sustained  on 
them  only  by  proving  that  they  were 
uttered  with  intent  to  impute  a  felo- 
nious talcinff  of  the  goods,  and  were  so 
understood  oy  those  who  heard  them. 
(Co/«ium  agt.  PlayeUd,  36  Barb,,  26.) 

4.  Where  on  the  trial  the  variance  be- 
tween the  words   alleged   and   those 

S roved  are  disregarded,  and  the  cause 
I  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the 
proofs,  upon  a  charge  submitting  the 
aetual  intent  and  meaning  of  the  words, 
it  is  equivfklent  to  an  amendment  of 
the  complaint,  substituting  the  words 
proved  for  those  alleged.     (Id,) 

5.  Words  charging  a  person  with  keeping 
a  whore  house  are  actionable  per  se.  In 
an  action  for  slander  the  words  are  to 
be  construed  according  to  their  common 
acceptation;  and  it  is  not  admissible 
to  inquire  of  the  witnesses  how  they 
understood  them.  (Wright  agt.  Paige, 
36  Barb.,  438.) 

flee  LiBBL,  1.  2.  S. 


SPBCinO  PERFORliANCB. 

1.  In  respect  to  any  agreement,  the  non- 
fulfillment of  which  will  not  admit  of 
peetmiary  eompeneation,  the  court  will 
afford  relief  by  a  apec{fie  performance ; 
although  it  is  chiefly  with  regard  to 
real  property  that  the  substitution  of 
damages  by  way  of  redress  is  generally 
insufficient.  (Livingston  %g^.  Painter, 
airfe,  231) 

S.  Where  the  plaintiff,  ae  owner  of  a  first 
mortgage  upon  leasehold  property, 
claimed  that  the  defendant,  who  was 
owner  of  a  second  mortgage  on  the 
same  property,  had  violated  an  agree- 
ment with  him  in  bidding  off  the  pro- 
perty at  the  sale  thereof  on  the  seeond 
mortgage,  in  the  name  of  another  per- 
son, who  refused  to  pay  certain  ex- 
penses upon  the  property  and  a  s])eoi- 
fled  payment  on  the  first  mortgage,  in 
pursuance  of  the  agreement  to  waive 
the  foreclosure  of  uie  first  mortgage; 
(Id,) 

8.  Held,  that  If  the  plaintiff  had  bus 
ti&Md  any  injury  it  wm  in  oonaeqaenoe 


of  the  delay  in  not  proieenting  a  fore- 
closure of  the  first  mortsage.  The 
damages  caused  by  the  delay  were 
capable  of  being  measured  and  ascer- 
tained by  a  jury;  that  if  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  any  redress  under  the 
agreement,  it  was  by  an  action  for 
damages.    (Id.) 

4.  A  decree  for  specific  performamee  to 
oonvey  real  estate  by  deed  will  be  made 
after  the  day  fixed  in  the  agreement 
for  its  delivery,  and  the  payment  or 
delivery  of  the  consideration  therefor^ 
where  the  time  fixed  appears  to  have 
been  disregarded  by  the  parties  as  of 
the  essence  qf  the  contract,  ( Benson 
agt.  Tilton,  ante,  494.) 

6.  A  strong  etridenee  of  such  disregard 
by  the  parties  in  this  case  appeiared 
from  the  fact  that  the  leasehold  premi- 
ses and  personal  property  to  be  given 
by  the  plaintiff  as  a  consideration  for 
the  deed  of  real  estate,  to  be  delivered 
by  the  defendant^  had  been  for  several 
days,  both  before  and  after  the  day 
fixed  for  performance,  in  thepossession 
qf  the  dtfendant  by  Ms  agents.    (Id.) 

6.  A  ooart  of  equity  can  oompel  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  a  covenant  to  re- 
new a  lease  at  a  rent  to  be  fixed  by 
arbitrators.  If  the  defendant  deoUnes 
to  submit  to  arbitration,  the  court  will 
fix  the  rent,  or  direet  a  renewal  at  the 
former  rate.  (Johnson  agt.  Conger, 
14  Abb.,  195.) 

See  Tbxal,  6.  7. 

See  RuLBOiJ)  Cokpahibs,  28.  24. 
25. 


STATUTB  OF  FRAUDS. 

1.  H.  having  made  a  oontraet  with  the 
defendant  to  build  him  a  saw-mill  on 
his  lands,  after  part  performance,  made 
a  sub-oontraot  with  the  plaintiff  to 
complete  the  Job.  The  plaintiff  com- 
menced work  acoordingly,  but  a  few 
days  after  went  to  the  defendant^  in- 
formed him  he  had  learned  H.  was  ir- 
responsible, and  declined  going  on 
with  the  job.  The  defendant,  to  in- 
duce the  plaintiff  to  go  on  and  finish  ■ 
the  mill,  promised  that  '<  he  would  see 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  lose  anything 
by  it,"  and  that  <*he  would  see  that 
pUintiff  got  hv  pay."  Held,  that  the 
promise  was  a  eoUateral  undertaking, ' 
and  not  being  in  writing  was  void  by 
the  statnte  of  frauds.  Caxpbbll,  J., 
dissented.  (Brown  agt.  W^er,  emU, 
806.) 
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S.  AwA  it  ftppMrinff  farther  tlwi  while 
the  plaiotiff  wm  finiahmff  the  job,  he 
Md  his  hands  boarded  with  the  defend- 
ant, vnder  aoootraet  between  the  par- 
ties, and  that  the  defendant  famished 
some  niaterials  to  be  used  in  the  work, 
which,  under  the  original  eontraot,  H. 
and  plaintiff  were  to  find,  Juld,  also, 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  valne  of  sneh  board  and  ma- 
terials in  this  action  of  the  plaintiff. 

a.  It  was  Md,  that  the  vrittm  ^gru- 
Men^  signed  by  the  defendant,  on  which 
the  action  was  broaght  in  this  oase^ 
taken  together  with  an  agreement 
signed  at  the  same  time  hj  the  plain- 
tiff's assignor,  was  not  void  under  the 
statute  i  oonstmed  together,  a  snffi- 
oient  cofiiideraiUm  was  expressed ;  and 
it  ooald  not  be  treated  as  an  nndertak- 
ingtopay  the  debt  qf  another,  (VFin- 
Jield  agt.  Potter,  aiUe,  4M.) 

See  CoKTBACT,  8.  9. 

STATUTES. 

1.  Where  the  defence  to  a  contraetHs 
glTcn  by  a  statute  foonded  on  gmnads 
of  pablie  policy  (against  stoek  job- 
bing), the  repeal  of  the  statnte  since 
the  contract  was  made  takes  away  the 
d^ftMe  (\f  iUegalUy  the  $ame  as  if 
auek  statMte  never  exieted,  (Woih- 
hum  agt.  Franklin,  aMte,  61  ft.) 

S.  The  act  in  relation  to  the  sale  of  bot- 
tles, Ac,  (cA.  117  <f  1800)  imposes  no 
penalty  for  the  secreting  of  a  bottle, 
thongh  subjecting  a  dealer  in  bottles  to 
a  searoh  warrant.  (MuUine  agt.  Peo- 
ple, UN.  Y.R.,m,) 

I.  A  statute  which  byitatenMfa  logo 
into  efisot  ioimediately  is  •peiatiye 
fipom  the  instaat  of  its  fini  passage. 
The  aOrmallTe  statute  dees  not  t^e 


y 


ag^  OwyiMMy  U  Ahb.,  131 

4.  On  the  repeal  of  a  statute  which  re- 
peals or  modifies  a  preTious  statute, 
the  latter  is  revised  without  formal 


(Sarefield^gU  Van  Vaughner, 
UAhb,,i97.) 

See  OovsTiTuneiTAii  Law,  7.  8. 


STATUTE  OP  LIMITATIONS. 

..  The  ststate  of  llaitati«Bi  does  not 
apply  aa  a  bar  to  an  aetioii  in  the 
MutfoC  tUfl  itata  agaiait  a 


eorporation.    (Thempaett  agt.  Tiogt 
A.  R.  Co.,  86  Barb.,  79.) 

2.  Where  on  the  trial  the  court  found 
that  the  defendant  passed  tlirough  thii 
state  more  than  six  yean  before  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  but  was  only 
here  temporarily,  and  that  all  the  de- 
fendants nad  resided  in  Pennsylvania 
since  the  cause  of  aetion  acorued,  held 
that  the  action  was  not  barred  by  oar 
statute  of  limitations.  If  the  debtor 
comes  into  this  state  before  process  is 
served  on  him,  and  he  leaves  the  state 
to  reside  elsewhere,  the  statute  is  not 
a  bar,  until,  after  deducting  all  the 
time  of  residing  abroad,  the  debtor 
has  been  in  this  state  for  six  yean. 
(Game  agt.  Frank,  88  Barb.,  820.) 

8.  Whether  the  absence  is  repeated,  or 
is  one  oontinued  absence,  is  immaterial. 
There  must  be  full  six  years  spent  in 
this  state  to  make  our  itaiute  of  limi- 
tations a  bar.    {Id.} 

4.  The  aeeeptlBg  money  upon  a  eontnot 
wherein  it  was  stipulated  that  thers 
was  te  be  no  interest,  and  the  principal 
payable  only  at  the  will  of  the  obligee 
of  the  bond,  the  obligor  thereby  put 
it  into  the  power  of  the  latter  to  post- 
pone the  day  of  payment  to  such  tine 
as  suited  his  convenienoe  and  jdeasure. 
But  a  demand  of  pavment  is  necessary 
in  such  case  before  the  statole  of  limi- 
tations wUl  commence  mnning.  (SiMet 
agt.  irieh,  88  Barb.,  487.) 

See  Bills  of  Ezchahob  Aim  Pbo- 
1CIS80BT  K0TS8>  2.  8.  4. 

Sea  AtTOSSBT,  10. 


STAT  OF  PBOCBEBOTGS. 
See  iKivvoTioifj  1.  2. 

SUMMONS. 

1.  It  is  not  necessary  to  the  coimiMnc»» 
ment  of  any  action  that  a  eepy  of  the 
eomplahi  be  served  upon  the  defbad- 
ant;  he  it  brought  into  oeurt  by  the 
eummoneaione.  (  O'Hara  act.  Jhipfcy, 
ante,  879.) 

2.  The  summons  requiring  one  or  more 
joint  defendants  not  originally  serried 
with  process  to  show  oause  why  they 
should  not  be  bound  by  the  judgmeot 
(Cods  §  375)  should  merely  requirs 
such  defendants  to  show  oaosa  witUa 
twenty  days  after  its  service;  bat 
specifying  a  time  and  place  does  not 
^tiate.    (Hiimiii T  agt.  JimOk  ^ 
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SCNDAT  NBWBPAPSB8. 

1.  A  oontrMt  for  ih«  pvblkAtion  of  an 
ftdToriiioiMBt  ia  aaowipftper  to  be  is- 
•ved  And  mM  oa  SnndftT  if  Toid. 
(SmUh  ftgt.    fVileox,  U  If.   Y.  R., 


SUPB&yiSO&S* 

1.  TI%hoardqf  wpervisors  disallow  an 
aooount  presented  to  them  to  be  aud- 
ited as  a  oonnty  ehargOi  on  the  grronnd 
that  thuy  have  no  power  to  aUow  it 
— ^that  the  statute  does  not  adthoriie 
the  allowance ;  this  precludes  the  ex- 
anwnation  oontemplated  bj  the'  stat- 
ute nnder  which  the  board  act  in  the 
■ettlement  of  aooonnts,  and  the  court 
«an  eontxol  the  aetion  of  the  boafdy  in 
nferenee  thereto,  bj  mamdawme. 
{PeopU  ex  rel.  Plumb  agt.  Supenfi- 
9on  qf  Cortland,  ante,  119.) 

2.  It  ii  otherwise  where  the  board  of  su- 
perriiors  enter  into  an  examinotion  of 
auch  aooonnti,  and  reject  (or  allow) 
them;  they  thus  exercise  their  legal 
diearetUm,  and  their  decision  beoomes 
final,    (Jd.) 

8.  The  eomaUeeioners  qf  excise  of  a 
eoanty  are  not,  under  the  statute,  lim- 
ited in  their  serrices  to  ten  daye  (at  $3 
per  day.)  This  limitation  is  express- 
ly oonBied  to  the  time  they  shall 
spend  in  their  meetibogs  for  the  pur- 
pose of  granting  license.    (Id.) 

4.  It  is  their  duty  to  proeecute  for  pen- 
altiee  incurred,  and  the  members  of 
the  board  have  the  right  to  charge  for 
the  time  spent  in  the  performance  of 
that  duty;  and  where  they  present 
their  accounts  to  the  board  of  superri- 
Bors,  properly  made  out  and  Toriiied,  it 
ia  the  duty  of  such  board  to  receive  and 
act  upon  them.  If  they  refuse  to  do 
this,  tiie  authority  of  this  court  may 
be  invoked  to  compel  them.    (Id,) 

ft.  The  question  whether  a  town  has  been 
legally  erected  may  be  tested  in  an  ac- 
tion in  the  nature  of  quo  wan|uito 
agaiaat  one  claiming  to  exeroice  the 
office  of  supervisor  of  such  town. 
(PeopU  agt.  Carpenter,  24  N.  Y.  R., 

0.  The  act  of  a  board  of  supervisors  divi- 
ding a  town  and  farming  a  new  one 
from  a  portion  thereof  ,  only  described 
the  dividing  line,  held  that  the  uncer- 
tainty was  cued  by  the  reference  in 
anch  act  to  the  petition,  Ae.,  upon 
whieh  it  was  founded,  and  from  which 
it  appeared  that  the  new  town  waa  to 


lie  south  of  the  line  of  diviaion,  and  by 
proof  aUunde  that  the  place  named  ia 
the  act  for  holding  the  ftrst  town  meet- 
ing waa  aoath  of  such  line.    (Id,) 

7.  The  sUtute  (ch:  104  qf  1840,)  doea 
not,  it  seeme,  require  that  the  pub- 
lished copy  of  notice  of  the  application 
of  twelve  freeholders  for  the  erection  of 
a  new  town  shall  contain  the  names  of 
such  applicants.  It  is  sufficient  that 
the  notice  posted  should  be  thua  snb- 
acribed.    (Id.) 

8.  An  affidavit  stating  that  a  notice  was 
left  with  another  person  to  be  posted 

.  up,  <'  which  was  done,"  construed  as 
a  positive  averment  of  the  posting. 

(ia.) 


0.  The  act  of  the  supervisors  ia,  its 
one  of  a  legislative  character,  in  favor 
of  the  regularity  of  which  all  pre- 
sumptions are  to  be  indulged.  Thoae 
who  would  impeach  it,  have  the  bur- 
den of  disproving  a  compliance  with 
the  conditions  imposed  by  law  aa  requi- 
site to  the  exercise  of  the  power. 
(Id.) 


SUPPLBMBNTART  PR00BBDIKCH9. 

1.  Where  eupplementary  proceedings, 
having  been  commenced  and  continued 
before  a  cownty  judge,  until  an  order 
waa  issued  for  the  defendant  to  show 
canae  why  an  attachment  for  contempt 
should  not  be  iaaued  against  him,  and 
failing  to  show  cause,  the  attachment 
was  issued  and  put  into  the  handa  of 
an  officer  for  aervice,  and  before  the 
service  the  county  Judge  vfcnt  out  qf 
office,  having  "previously  transferred 
these  proceedings  to  his  successor  in 
office,  held,  that  the  proceedings  were 
poperly  continued  before  the  successor 
in  office.  An  order  of  a  county  judge, 
dismissing  proceedings  on  an  attach- 
ment for  contempt  against  the  defend- 
ant in  eupplementary  proeeeditua,  is 
appealable  to  the  general  term.  (Hoi- 
etein  agt.  Rice,  ante,  135.) 

2.  A  judgment  creditor  having  euppU- 
mentary  proceedinge  pending,  is  not 
entitled  to  eight  days'  notice  of  an  ap- 
plication for  a  receiver  by  another 
creditor.  A  less  notice  is  sufficient. 
(Leggett  agt.  Sloan,  ante,  479.) 

8.  Where  aa  execution  haa  been  duly 
iasued  and  duly  returned  by  the  aheris 
nnsatiafied  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  the 
plaiatlif  haa  in  no  wiae  interfered,  he 
may  aafely  act  upon  the  return  of  the 
ahariff,  to  iaatitate  proceedin§t  eupple- 
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mmtary  to  exeemtkm.  And  the  qvM- 
tion  whether  there  wm  property  which 
the  shetiff  ought  to  hare  taken  mnd 
■old  for  the  pnrpoee  of  satisfTtng  the 
Jndgment  in  whole  or  in  part,  cannot 
he  raUtd,    {Fwton  agt.  Flags,  o^^i 

4.  In  thefe  proceedings  the  oonrt  does 
not  appoint  more  than  one  person  re- 
ceiver of  the'  judgment  debtor's  pro- 
perty, however  nu morons  may  be  the 
orediton'  proceedings  against  the  judg- 
ment debtor.  One  appointment  of  re- 
oeiver  divests  the  debtor  of  his  title  to 
all  his  property.  (Ifyricfcagt.  Seldon, 
36  Barb.,  15.) 

5.  Section  292  of  the  Code,  which  pro- 
vides for  the  examination  of  a  judg- 
ment debtor  when  an  execution  issued 
to  the  sheriiT  of  the  county  where  he 
resides  has  been  returned  unsatisfied, 
refers  to  the  county  where  he  resides 
at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  exe- 
eution.  (Bingham  agt.  JAabrow,  14 
Alfb.,  251.) 

6.  Any  justice  of  the  supreme  court  may 
make  an  order  under  section  292  of  the 
Code  for  the  examination  of  a  judg- 
ment debtor,  without  regard  to  the 
residence  of  the  j  nstice ;  but  the  debtor 
must  be  directed  to  appear  in  the  par- 
ticular county  prescribed  in  the  sec- 
tion.   (Id,) 

7.  Where  an  order  for  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver  under  section  298  of  the 
Gk)de  is  made,  founded  on  the  volun- 
tary appearance  and  examination  of  a 
Jndgment  debtor,  it  is  valid.     (Id.) 

8.  A  stranger  to  the  %ciion,  who  has  a 
lien  upon  a  fund  sought  to  be  reached 
by  supplementary  proceedings,  is  not 
entitled  to  not\pe  of  the  proceedings,  or 
to  be  made  a  party  thereto.  (  Corning 
agt.  The  OlmvilU  Woolen  Co,,  14 
Abb.,  839.) 

See  EecbiybM)  1. 

Bee  Orbditob'8  Suit,  9.  10. 


SURSTIBS. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  hae  the  right  to 
take  the  persons  qf  aU  tks  d^endants 
in  satisfaction  of  his  jndgment,  it 
oarries  with  it  the  right  to  proceed 
against  the  bail  qf  one  ,of  them,  as  to 
whom  there  may  be  a  return  of  non  est 
inventus.  (Pennmgt,  Rtmsenf  amte, 
503.) 

39a  UvDBBTAKiBe,  r.  2.  3.  4. 


SURROaATBS'  OOURTS. 

1.  The  effect  of  the  repeal  in  1837  (clt. 
400,  §  71,)  of  the  restrictive  claase  in 
respect  to  the.  jarisdie tion  of  ewm- 
gates'  courts  (2  R.  S,,p.  221,  §  1,)  is 
to  restore  to  such  courts  the  incidental 
powers  possessed  by  them  previous  to 
the  Revised  Statutes.  (SUmerly  act. 
Baueus,liN.  Y.R.,4A.) 

2.  A  surrogate  hae  the  power  to  open  a 
decree  made  by  him  on  the  flsal  ac- 
counting of  an  administrator,  and  to 
require  a  further  account  in  reepeet  to 
a  sum  received  by  him  with  which  he 
had  charged  himself,  as  $14.80  instead 
of  $1,480.     (Id.) 

3.  There  is  no  positive  limitation  of  the 
period  in  which  such  application  may 
.be  made,  and  the  lapee  of  four  years 
does  not  of  itself  import  laches.     (Id,) 

4.  The  exemplification  of  the  record  of 
a  will,  in  order  to  be  evidence,  under 
eh.  94  of  1850,  must  contain  the  proofs 
taken  before  the  surrogate.  A  mere 
exemplification  of  the  will,  reeorded 
as  having  been  proved,  is  insnfficient. 
(Hill  agt.  Crodtford,  24  N.  Y.  B,, 
128.) 

5.  The  statute  (eh,  480  qf  iOSil,  §  SS,) 
upon  affidavit  of  the  intention  to  file 
objections  against  the  granting  of  let- 
ters testamentary  to  one  of  several 
executors,  requires  the  surrogate  to 
suspend  the  grant  of  letters  as  well  to 
any  of  the  exeentors  not  objected  to 
as  to  those  who  are.  (MeOregor  agt. 
Buel,UN,  F.  12.,  168.) 

6.  The  issuing  of  spedal  letters  of  ad- 
ministration to  a  collector  is  dlseretion- 

.  ary  with  th.9  surrogate,  and  though  his 
refusal  to  appoint  such  collector  be  pat 
on  the  ground  of  his  having  (erro- 
neously) issued  letters  testamentary  to 
an  executor,  this  does  not  render  his 
discretion  the  .subject  of  review^  on 
appeal.  The  remedy>  If  any,  is  by 
mandamus.    (Id.) 

7.  Ae  relatives  of  a  decedent  are  enti- 
tled to  administer  upon  his  estate  un- 
der the  sUtute  (2  Jc.  S,,  p.  74,  §  27,) 
although  not  entitled  to  a  distributive 
share  when  the  letters  are  granted. 
(Lathrop  agt.  SmUh,  24  N.  F.  R,, 

8.  Held,  aeoordingly,  that,  where  tiie 
father  of  the  deoedent,  who  was  enti- 
tled to  his  personal  aslate,  had  re- 
soaneed,  the  brother  was  entitled  to 
BdmiQiftraUoB  before  a  CNditor.  (U.) 
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9.  ThBP^HcAdmkdiirtaor^.P€ten 
(1  Bra^,,  100,)  overnilad.     (Ic2.) 

TAXBS  AND  ASSESSMENTS. 

1.  By  the  syftem  of  tasDotian  under  the 
proTiaioDS  of  the  stAtates  applioable  to 
the  ooanty  of  Renaselaer  ftnd  the  eity 
of  Troy,  »  banking  corporation  loca- 
ted in  that  city  may  be  $xempt  from 
taauition  aa  reepeota  the  oonnty  tax, 
under  the  law  of  1853,  (Laws  qflS&Z, 
chap,  654,  §  1,  amending  ^  9  cf  the 
fortMr  ad,)  whioh  entitles  a  bank  to 
oommntation,  by  paying  a  snm  equal 
to  five  per  eent.  on  their  net  annnal 
inoome  or  profits,  or  to  an  exemption 
in  ease  of  no  net  profits  or  clear  inoome 
at  all ;  and  yet  be  liable  to  a  cUy  tax 
on  their  persoTUil  property,  although, 
by  the  provisions  of  the  above  law, 
thoy  havetwom  they  have  none  liable 
to  taxation,  by  reason  of  whieh  they 
are  exempt  from  the  oonnty  tax. 
(Mamtfatturers^  Bank  qf  Troy  agt. 
Mayor,  i^e,,  of  Troy,  ante,  250.) 

S.  When  the  law  authorises  the  coipmon 
eonneil  of  a  eity  to  impose  the  ex- 
penses of  paving  streets,  or  other  im- 
provements, by  assessment  upon  the 
owners  qf  property  bended,  the  as- 
sessment becomes  a  lien  upon  the  lots 
benefited;  and  it  is  an  undue  assump- 
tion of  power  in  the  common  oounoil 
to  incur  the  expense' and  attempt  its 
oolleetion  from  tax  payers  at  large, 
even  under  a  prior  ordinanee  which 
required  them  thereafter  to  keep  such 
streets  repaved  and  kept  in  repair 
at  the  expense  qf  the  corporation. 
(Rhinelander  agt.  Mayor,  ^.,qfNew 
York,  ante,  304.) 

8.  If  the  state  has  the  power  to  levy  and 
collect  a  tax  or  assessment  to  be  paid 
to  a  railroad  company  as  a  compensa- 
tion for  the  •relinquishment  of  certain 
rights,  it  hiis  the  power  to  direct  the 
transfer  of  the  assesssment  collectively 
to  the  same  company,  for  the  same 
purpose,  before  its  payment.  Where 
commissioners  of  assessment,  appdiflt- 
ed  under  the  act  of  April  19,  1859,  for 
the  purpose  of  compensating  the  Long 
Island  railroad  on  their  relinquishing 
certain  rights,  Ac,  upon  certiorari  di- 
rected to  them,  return  the  proceedings 
which  resulted  in  their  appointment, 
by  which  it  appears  that  both  the  com- 
mon eounoil  of  Brooklyn  and  the  su- 
preme court,  at  special  term,  deter- 
mined that  a  petition  by  a  majority  of 
the  persons  to  be  aaseaaed,  suflieient  in 
form  and  eharaotar,  had  been  praerated 


to  the  common  eomeil,  such  detenni- 
nations  will  be  held  eondnaiye  upon 
that  question.  (People  ex  rel*  Crow- 
ell  agt.  Lawrsnee,  86  Barb.,  177.) 

See  B^lTKIHO  COBPOBATIOXS,   1.  8. 

See  TowHi,  1.  2.  8. 


TOWNS. 

1.  Chapter  375  of  1858,  required  the 
raising  by  tax  on  the  town  of  Genoa  of 
the  interest  on  certain  bonds  of  that 
town^  the  money  to  be  received  and 
paid  to  the  bondholders  by  commis- 
sioners appointed  for  that  purpose. 
The  money  having  been  raiaed,  it 
seems  that  mandamus  to  the  (Commis- 
sioners is  the  proper  remedy  to  enforce 
payment  and  not  an  action  against  the 
town.  (People  agt.  Mead,  84  N.  F. 
R.,  114.) 

8.  The  act  directing  the  commiaaionert 
to  issue  bonds  <*  under  their  oflleial 
signatures,"  is  satisfied,  it  aeems,  by 
instruments  not  under  seal^  and  pay- 
able to  bearer.    (Id,) 

3.  The  decision  in  Starin  agt.  The  Town 
qf  Genoa  (23  N,  F.,  489,)  reiterated 
that  a  certificate,  required  by  the  sta- 
tute, but  not  made  eridenee,  that  the 
tax  payers  had  assented  to  the  issue  of 
the  bonds,  is  not  proof  for  a  bona  fide 
holder  of  the  fact  of  such  assent. 
(Jd,) 

See  SupuyisoBB,  5.  6.  7.  8.  9. 


TRADB-MABK 

1.  Where  it  is  shown  by  evidence  that 
the  defendant  has  violated  a  well  known 
trads^mork  of  the  plaintiff,  he  will  be 
perpetually  enjoined  and  restrained  by 
the  court  from  disposing  of,  selling,  or 
causing  to  be  disposed  of  or  sold,  any 
of  the  articles  bearing  the  false,  simu- 
lated or  spurious  stamp  or  mark. 
(Jurgensentkg^.  Alexander,  ante,  269.) 

2.  And  the  defendant  will  be  required  to 
produce,  before  a  rtferu  appointed  by 
the  court,  such  spurious  articles  which 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  ot 
the  action  were  in  his  possession,  for 
the  purpose  of  bavins  the  spurious 
trade-mark  erased  or  liberated  there- 
from, by  or  under  the  direction  of  the 
referee,  at  the  cost  and  expense  if  the 
defendant,  with  the  costs  and  disburse- 
ments of  the  action.     (Id,) 

3.  No  dealer  in  any  commodity  has  a 
right  to  be  protected  by  inJuaotlOB  in 
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the  exolMrre  ttte  timplj  of  *  naoia  by 
whioh  to  dorignato  it,  wkieh  doot  not 
•xprett  its  origfai,  ownership,  or  pUoe 
of  UMmfftotare  or  sale,  bat  merely  its 
qnftlity,  kind,  textare,  eompoeition, 
ntllity,  destined  vie  or  olsn  of  oonaa- 
men,  or  some  ether  attribnte  whieh  it 
hae  in  common  with  other  similar 
commodities,  so  held,  in  regard  to  the 
designation  of  gin  by  the  term  *'  Clnb 
House,"  it  beinir  established  that  snoh 
name  had  been  long  in  nae  as  designa- 
^  ting  a  superior  kind  of  gin  used  in  snoh 
'establishments.  (Conrin  agt.  Daly, 
1  Bono.y  222.) 

4.  The  employment  of  partioolar  words 
or  insignia  as  a  trade-mark,  must  be 
oonflned  to  the  plaoe  where  the^  are 
used,-  and  its  exportation  to  other 
plaect  eannot  interfere  with  the  right 
acquired  by  others  proTioosly  using 
them  in  suen  places.     (Id.) 


TRIAL. 

1.  AedoM  seeking  eqmtabU  reli^tM  to 
be  trUd  by  the  court ;  a  party  is  not 
entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  to  haye 
the  issues  of  fact  in  wch  adiom  tried 
by  a  Jwy,  {McCarty  agt.  Edwardt, 
tuUe,  236.) 

S.  After  the  time  to  settle  the  issues  in  a 
cause  asking  eqv4tabl€  reH^,  and  for  a 
money  deuuukd,  to  the  settlement  of 
which  issues  the  plaintiff  has  lost  his 
right,  on  the  trial  he  is  not  entitled  to 
hare  the  issues  settled  instanter,  or  to 
amend  his  complaint  instanter,  and 
strike  out  of  the  prayer  all  except  the 
money  demand,  and  to  proceed  to  a 
Jury  trial  immediately,  thus  changing 
essentially  the  nature  of  the  action  and 
the  mode  of  trial,  apparently  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  gettins  the  cause  before 
a/itry ;  nor  to  pttt  the  cause  over  the 
eircttit  to  enable  him  to  move  to  amend 
the  complaint,  and  settle  the  issues, 
without  showing  a  sufficient  reason 
therefor.  These  matters  are  addressed 
to  the  discretion  of  the  judge  at  the 
circuit,  and  cannot  be  renewed  at  gen- 
eral term.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  the  plaintiff  in  his  eomplaint 
elaims  «pe«(/lc  relitf  purely  equitable, 
against  the  defendants,  and  makes  no 
demand  for  money  or  damages,  and  the 
facts  show  that  the  relation  of  debtor 
and  creditor  exists  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendants,  and  tliat  the  latter 
are  alone  responsible  to  the  plaintiff  in 
an  aetion  for  a  money  demaind,  the 
pUiftUff  will  not  U  Allowed  {^  cheMge 


AlirsNM^  by  obtaisfng  ai  order  thai 
the  issue  be  tried  by  a  Jury  as  a  «0My 
demand.  The  eomplaint  must  be  die- 
vUeeed.  (Craig agt.  Hyde,  aiUoy  313.) 

4.  The  objection  that  an  oMsigtmetUfor 
the  hon^  of  ereditoro  waa  net  ezaen- 
ted  by  otf  «Ae  parties,  shORld  be  taken 
at  ik^  trial;  it  is  toe  late  to  nine  aaeh 
an  objeotton,  to  defeat  the  assignee^ 
title  on  ofpoal,  (OohoeU  agt.  Jjom- 
renoe,  ante,  824.) 

5.  It  was  held  no  error  for  the  jndge  at 
the  trial  to  deny  a  motion  to  diewuet 
the  complaint,  where  the  applioatlon 
was  made  during  the  progreta  4ff  the 
examination  qf  a  tntnees ;  and  where 
the  application  appeared  in  the  donUe 
oharactor  of  an  objection  to  evidence, 
and  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
coneid^ation  in  the  agreement  upon 
which  the  action  was  brought.  (fRa- 
field  agt.  Potter,  ante,  M.) 

6.  Where  tlie  eomplaint  piaye  for  the 
speoiHe  performance  of  a  eoatffait  to 
oonrey  lands  or  for  damages*  but  shows 
that  the  defendant  is  inoapable  of  eon- 
Toying,  and  the  parties  go  to  trial,  the 
court,  under  the  Code,  Is  not  to  dis- 
miss the  eomplaint,  but  to  rotate  the 
caee  for  the  purpose  of  awarding  dam- 
ages. (Batlow  agt.  Scott,  24  N.  Y. 
JR.,  40.) 

7.  It  is  no  ground  for  rerersing  the  judg- 
ment in  such  a  case,  that  the  trial  was 
by  the  court  without  jiny,  where  it 
does  not  appear  in  the  oase  that  the 
objection  was  taken  at  the  trial.  (Id.) 

8.  Where  the .  testimony  on  the  trial  is 
conflicting,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge 
to  submit  the  case  to  the  jury.  He 
will  not  be  justified  in  taking  the  case 
from  them  and  direcUng  a  Tordiet  for 
either  party.  (Smith  agt.  TWmy,  » 
Barb.,  23.) 

9.  Where  it  is  obrious  that  a  fket  was 
assumed  on  the  trial,  it  is  as  much  in 
the  oase  as  if  it  were  expressly  proved. 
(Paige  agt.  Fazackerly,  86  Barb., 
892.) 

10.  After  eyidaiiee  hae  been  daly  tahea  . 
bearing  upon  the  !«nee,  on  a  trial, 
without  objectioD,  the  judge  a«  the 
rtronit  has  no  power  toetrike  it  om%,  or 
to  ex^ude  it  from  the  eonsiderattoOi  of 
the  jury.  (Ball  a«t.  Sameet,  89 
Barb.,  385.) 

11.  Where  there  Is  no  eoaflieting  ori- 
denoe  upon  an  Issue  before  a  jur,  or 
the  weight  of  eridenee  in  liaver  cleae 
pMTty  If  so  dedUid  thai  the  eMMTt  hmM 
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be  bound  to  set  aside  an  adrene  rer- 
diet  as  against  endenee,  it  is  thi(  daty 
of  the  jadge  to  direet  the  Jary  what 
Terdiot  to  find.  A  verdiot  found  ander 
the  instraotion  of  the  ooart  wiii  be 
deemed  eoipeetly  tendered  In  Che  ab- 
aenee  of  evideaee  to  the  eontrary 
(PtopU  «r  rtl.  Puk  agt.  Board  of 
Pdttcs,  U  JM>,y  168.) 

U.  In  the  notions  referred  to  in  seotion 
126  of  the  Code,  the  plaoe  of  trial  most 
be  laid  in  a  ooanty  in  which  some  one 
of  the  parties  resides,  without  regard 
to  the  convenience  of  witnesses.  (  TAc 
InUmotional  I4f€  Asturanu  Co.  agt. 
Swutlaud,  14  AVb.,  240.) 

See  Di.xi.as8i  7. 


TEUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES. 

1.  A  trosty  in  a  deed  to  oonrey  the 
premises  to  snoh  person  as  the  wife  of 
ibegmnior  shall  by  writing  appoint 
is  not  one  of  the  tmsts  aatboriaed  by 
law,  and  is  void.  And  where  the 
tmstee  is  not  Tested  with  the  right  to 
the  possession,  rents  or  profits  of  the 
land  eoBToyed,  either  for  himsetfy  or 
WKf  other  person,  the  deed  of  tmst 
will  be  renided  as  Toid  wnder  the 
BfeatQte.  where  a  Irast  deed  is  Yoid 
vpon  its  fiMe,  it  cannot  in  a  proper  and 
l^pd  eense  be  oonsidered  a  olond  npon 
the  title  tif  the  premises,  so  as  to  an- 
thoriae  the  inteiferenee  of  a  eonrt  of 
equity  to  set  it  aaide ;  powers  in  trust 
discussed.  (HoteKkiu  agt.  EUi»g, 
80  £ar6.,  $8.) 

^e  BBLieiaut  OovtcmLttomt  8. 


imDEBTAxnrQ. 

1.  WImm  aa  appeal  is  taken  f^om  the 
judgment  ef  the  special  terai  to  the 
general  term,  and  the  proper  wulsr- 
takimg  ezecated  by  the  appellant  and 
fall  rareties,  nnder  and  in  punuanoe  of 
i  836  of  ihe  Code,  the  obUgaUom  qf  the 
9wr§Hei  is  not  fulfilled,  and  the  under- 
taking satisfied  by  a  reyersal  of  the 
Judgment  at  the  genesal  term*  i0A«'s 

oiso  hsei»  rensrsMf  i»  ike  eemt  ef  qp- 
•eols.  (Oarinar  agt.  Bermeiu  'Oate^ 
457.) 

8.  That  is,  the  ttirsHcs  are  not  limited  in 
their  liability  to  the  judgment  of  the 
gmieral  tern.  The  i^ffirmanu  men- 
tioned in  thdr  undertaking,  is  an  af - 
firmaaoe  l»y  the  legally  constituted 
idbaaal  having  eogjuiaiMa  ,^iMSy  of 
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the  Utigatlon.  The  reotntd  hj  tha 
oonrt  of  appeals,  when  eifect  is  giren 
to  it  in  the  court  below,  is  in  faot  an 
{^firmanu  by  the  general  term  of  the 
judgment  at  the  special  term.     (Xi.) 

8.  Nor  is  the  liabilitlec  of  the  sureties  at 
all  afTceted  or  changed  by  the  fact  that 
when  they  executed  the  undertaking 
there  was  no  law  in  existence  tliat  au- 
thorised an  appeal  to  the  court  of  ap- 
peals from  aa  order  of  the  general 
term  grtrnHfeg  a  new  trial ;  but  before 
the  decision  of  the  general  term  a  law 
was  passed  whloh  attthorised  such  an 
appeal,  and  under  which  the  ampeal  in 
thU  ease  waa  taken,    (/d.) 

4.  When  aa  appeal  is  f^m  a  judgment 
against  two  defendants,  the  suretiee 
upon  a  joint  undertaking  are  liable  if 
the  judgment  is  affirmed  agaHnet  ene, 
(To  the  eame  ^ffeii  it  Seaeord  agt. 
Morgam,  17  JSTow.  Pr.  Jt.,  884.)  (2.) 
See  AprsAL,  24. 


UBTTET. 

1.  Where  luid  is  eonreyed  sal]j|eot  to  a 
usnrioas  mortgage,  which  the  grsatea 
nestopay,thes 


mortgagee  aoqulres 

a  right  to  ma  appropriation  of  the  laad 

for  that  purpose,  which  oaanot  be  di- 

without  hU  aaent.    (Barileii 

,170.; 


YSfted  without  his  s 
agt.  Barrieon,  84  N. 


T.R., 


►.) 


8.  Heldt  accordingly,  that  a  subsequent 
arrangement  between  the  parties  to 
the  deed,  whereby,  as  between  them, 
it  became  a.  mere  quitclaim,  was  in- 
operative to  open  the  defence  of  oiury 
to  the  grantee.    (Id.) 

8.  An  aocommodation  note  oiade  only 
/or  the  aceommodatioB  of  the  payee,  to 
enable  him  to  raise  money  on  it,  and  Is 
sold  by  him  toa  third  person  upon  aiUse 
representation  that  it  was  business  pa- 
per>  and  given  for  value,  for  a  Ie« 
.amount  than  upon  its  face  purports  to 
be4ue  thereon,  so  as  to  secure  to  the 
purehaser  a  greater  rate  than  seven 
per  cent,  for  the  use  of  his  money,  the 
iransaotion  is  usurious,  and  the  note  ii 
void;  whether  the  pnrohaser  knew  at 
the  time  he  purchased  it  that  it  was  so 
made  or  not.  A  note  not  valid  in  the 
hands  of  the  paaree,  oinnot,  by  him  be 
rendered  valid  by  a  sale  tbereof  to  a 
bona  fide  purchaser,  at  a  rate  of  inter- 
est exceeding  seven  per  cent.  Te  ha 
the  subject  of  sale  it  must  have  a  pre- 
ezistins  validity.  Its  breath  of  life 
cannot  be  imparted  through  a  usurious 
transaction.  (Ball  agt.  Eeneet^  80 
Barb.,  686.) 
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4.  An  ftgreement  by  ft  borrower  to  pay  a 
aabsiating  debt  of  his  own,  in  oonslde- 
ration  of  a  new  eredit,  or  a  further 
loan,  is  not  asarioag,  if  the  promise  if 
to  pay  only  the  amount  aotaally  dne  on 
tike  old  debj;,  and  the  amount  of  the 
loan  with  lawful  iotereat.C  Marfh  agt. 
Howe,  36  Barb,,  $49.) 

5.  The  payment  of  a  bonus  by  a  borrow- 
er, to  the  agent  (a  commiaeioner  for 
loaning  U.  S.  money,')  through  whom 
the  loan  is  made,  without  the  know- 
ledge or  aswnt.  of  the  prlnoipal  (the 
State,)  does  not  ^nititute  usury,  so 
as  to  Invalidate  the  mortgage  taken  on 
the  loan.  (FsUow  agt.  OommUtion^ 
$ri  (^  Onuda,  36  Barb.f  65.) 

6.  A  written  oontraot  by  whioh  H.  agrees 
to  advanee  to  B.  $1,500,  <<on  the  brig 
Sophia,  *  •  loading  in  Kew  York, 
and  bound  for  San  Franeiseo,'*  and  by 
which  B.  agrees  to  pay  H.  for  the  use 
of  the  money  loaned  twelve  per  cent, 
commission,  and  seven  per  cent,  inter-, 
est,  and  as  seenrity  to  assign  to  H.' 
policies  of  insurance  on  the  ship  and 
on  the  freight,  and  also  to  execute  a 
bill  of  sale  of  the  ship,  is  usurious. 
Aad  an  action  to  obtain  a  re-aasign- 
ment  of  the  policies  and  of  the  ship, 
commenced  more  than  one  year  after 
such  assignments,  can  be  sustained 
notwithstanding  the  objection  as  to 
such  time  is  interposed.  {Bray^ard 
agt.  Hoppock,  7  Bono,,  157.) 

7.  A  person  who  takes  negotiable  paper 
as  security  for  a  loan,  from  one  holding 
it  for  collection  merely,  and  without 
authority  to  dispose  of  it,  and  takes  it 
with  knowledge  of  such  circumstances 
as  would  excite  suspicion  and  lead  a 
man  of  ordinary  prudence  to  make  in- 
quiry, but  makes  such  inquiries  as  a 
man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  make, 
and  receives  information  which  would 
naturally  be  credited ;  and  removes  all 
sus|4cion,  be  acts  in  good  faith,  and 
will  a  title  in  good  faith.  Where  the 
loan  is  made  in  this  state  to  a  corpora- 
tion, the  true  owner  of  the  paper  cannot 
impeach  the  title  of  the  borrower  and 
reclaim  the  paper,  on  the  mere  ground 
tiiat  the  loan  was  at  more  than  7  per 
cent.,  where  apart  from  the  force  of  the 
fact  that  the  lean  was  usurious,  the 
lender  is  a  bona  fidB  holder  for  value, 
(Belmont  Branch  Bank  agt.  Bog€y  7 
JBo8W.,  548.) 

S.  The  contracting  party  in  an  action  at 
law  upon  the  contract^  or  in  equity 
upon  securities  collateral  to  the  con- 
tract,  where  the  defence  of  usury  is  in- 
terposed, the  owner  of  the  property  or 
fmp  hftTisg  a  valid  ^ao  upon  it  by 


mortgage  or  execution,  is  entitled  to 
interpose  the  defence  as  a  matter  of 
strict  right.  {Ckamberkdnn^,  D$mp- 
s6y,liAbb.,U\.) 

9.  In  a  mortgage  foreclosure  to  which 
the.  defence  of  usury  is  interposed  by  a 
grantee  of  the  mortgagee,  an  adndssum 
that  such  grantee  is  the  owner  of  the 
premises  imports  that  the  conveyance 
by  which  the  grantee  acquired  title 
was  in  hostility  to  the  mortgage.  (li.) 
See  AaBxxicxxTy  6. 


VARIANCE. 
See  CoxpLAiHT>  10. 

VENDOR  AND  VBNDBB. 

1.  The  vendor  In  a  contimot  for  the  ssla 
of  land  being  in  default,  and  the  time 
extended  for  his  oonvenicDce,  the  ven- 
dee may  insist  upon  strict  peifcnn- 
ance  at  the  very  hour  appointed. 
(i^Wsst  agt.  Rider,  24  JT.  F.  Jl., 
367.) 

2.  The  vendor  again  makinedefonlty  but 
tendering  performance  after  tiM  lapse 
of  three  hours,  the  vendee  ia  not  re- 
quired to  assign  any  reaaon  for  hia  re- 
fusal to  aooept  ity  and  it  is,  tlierefcn, 
immaterial  that  ha  assigas  a  rsaaon 
which  is  not  weU  founded  is  fisct. 
(li.) 

8.  So  held  in  an  action  by  the  vendor  to 
stipulated  damages,  where  the  vendor, 
on  the  day  for  giving  htai  deed,  the 
vendee  being  then, ready  with  his 
money,  requested  a  poa^onement  to  a 
fixed  hour  the  next  day.  At  the  time 
appointed  the  vendee  attended,  and 
after  waiting  three  hours,  darted. 
At  a  anbeeqnent  hour  of  the  aame  day^ 
the  vendor  tendered  a  deed»  and  the 
vendee  stated,  as  reaaon  for  deeiining, 
not  tho  lapse  of  time>  bnt  waate  of 
the  premises,  which  was  not  aupparted 
by  the  fteta.     (U.) 

4.  The  case  of  Gould  agt.  Bamk»,  f8 
Wend.,  563),  consider^  andlimited> 
per  Allxh  J.    (Id,) 

5.  The  vendee  of  goods  which  had  eoma 
tohia  poaaeasioD,  aaoertaining  Ua  in- 
folvency,  depoaited  them  in  wMrahouse 
anbject  to  the  order  of  the  vendor,  and 
notified  him  thereof  by  letter:  before 
the  vendor  had  signified  his  asssnty 
the  goods  were  attached  by  another 
creditor.  Held,  that  the  titie  of  the 
vendor  prevailed.  (Stmrtevant  agt. 
Orfsr>24^rV.  R.,688.) 
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6.  Whenever  arendor  hM  manifeeted  «n 
intention  not  to  rely  on  his  lien  upon 
the  lands  sold  for  the  purohase  money 
thereof,  he  will  be  considered  as  haying 
waived  his  lien.  And  so,  if  a  vendor, 
for  a  portion  of  the  purohase  money, 
agrees  to  take  a  convevanoe  of  other 
property,  and  a  deed  of  the  latter 
property  is  executed  by  the  vendee  and 
delivered  in  escrow,  the  lien  of  the 
vendor  will  be  gone.  If  the  deposit- 
ary refuses  to  deliver  the  deed,  the 
remedy  for  such  delivery  by  the  ven- 
dor is  upon  the  agreement  of  sale  be- 
tween him  and  the  purchaser.  (CoU 
agt.  Fougera,  30  Barb,,  196.) 

7.  The  remedy  against  a  purchaser  who 
refuses  to  complete  his  purchase  on  a 
sale  under  a  judgment  or  decree  of  a 
court  of  equity,  is  by  an  application 
to  the  court  to  compel  him  to  complete 
it,  or  to  re-sell  the  property  and  hold 
him  liable  for  the  loss  and  expenses. 
(MiUer  agt.  Collyer,  86  Barb,,  250.) 

8.  A  vendor  who  has  sold  goods  and 
drawn  bills  upon  the  purchaser  for  the 
price,  can  rescind  the  sale,  and  sue  for 
the  value  of  the  goods>  if  he  has  good 
cause  for  doing  so,  notwithstanding  the 
bills  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  the  action  are  out  of  his  possession, 
■o  that  he  cannot  then  surrender  them. 
When  be  produces  the  paper  at  the 
trial,  and  there  offers  to  surrender  it 
and  cancel  the  acceptances,  it  is  suffi- 
cient. (Fraacheris  agt.  HMriquu,  86 
Barb.,  276.) 

9.  Until  the  vendee  of  land  has  performed 
the  oontraot  on  his  part,  where  the 
payment  of  the  purohase  money  -and 
the  delivery  of  the  deed  are  eoneorrent 
acts  to  be  done  at  a  future  time,  al- 
though he  has  an  equitable  interest  in 
the  land,  and  a  right  to  a  speeifle  per- 
foimanee  of  the  agreement,  he  is  not 
vested  with  the  right  of  property,  and 
eMmot  aoert  the  legal  rights,  or  claim 
the  legal  remedies  which  belong  to 
those  who  own  the  title;  and  cannot 
therefore,  maintain  an  aotion  against 
the  vendor  for  removing  fixtures  from 
the  premises  agreed  to  be  conveyed. 
{Tabor    agt.    Robiiuan,   86   Barb., 

See  CoKTBACT,  18. 

See  AfiBSBvxirT,  6. 

See  AnACHMS«T»  8. 

See  MoRT«i.ex  FoBscLoavBx,  9. 

See  Pbxvcipal  i.hd  Aqbxt,  3. 

See  FixTVBxs,  1. 

See  TjLrumm,  8. 


VERDICT. 

1.  Held,  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
that  the  case  belonged  to  that  olaa  of 
cases  of  conflicting  evidence  and  doubt- 
ful facts,  in  which  the  verdict  of  a  Jury 
one  way  or  the  other  is  practically  con- 
clusive, and  ought  not  to  bedistarbed. 
(Best  agt.  Starisif  ante.  68.) 

See  Nbw  Trial,  1.  2.  3.  4. 
See  Trial,  11. 


VERIFICATION. 

1.  In  the  vaifkation  of  an  answer  by  m» 
agent  of  the  defendant  to  an  aotion  np- 
on  a  written  instrument,  where  the  si- 
legations  of  the  answer  are  stated  poH^ 
tively,  and  without  qualification,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  agent  should 
state  his  knowledge  or  the  grounds  of 
Ais  beii^  in  the  verification.  That 
part  of  the  verification  which  refars  to 
matters  in  the  answer,  supposed  to 
have  been  stated  upon  information  and 
belief,  may  be  treated  as  surplusage. 
(Jloss  agt.  LongiMMT,  anie,  49.) 

2.  In  an  action  for  divorce  for  adultsry 
by  an  infant  plaintiff,  the  complaint  is 
properly  verified  by  her  guardian, 
Sut  the  defendant  mavput  in  his  an* 
BwtTirithout  verification.  Under  the 
statute,  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  be  a 
witness  in  any  case  where  he  would  ba 
exposed  to  a  penaliy  or  forfeitutu. 
(AnabU  agt.  Anable,  anU,  92.) 

3.  An  attorney  having  possession  of  a 
written  instrument  for  the  pavment  of 
money  only  on  which  action  is  Droughty 
may  verify  the  complaint  whether  the 
plaintiff  be  within  the  county  or  not. 
The  possession  of  the  instrument  wlUi 
information  derived  f^m  the  plaintiff 
are  sufficient  grounds  of  knowledge  and 
source  of  beUef.  (Wheeler  sigL.  Ckee- 
ley,  14  Abb.,  441.) 

Sae  Abswxb,  1. 


WARBAVTY, 
See  Ibbvbakob  Ooxpavixi,  1,  S. 
See  CoxYBAOT,  18. 

WILL. 

1.  Conetruetion  qf  elauees  in  a  i0»il.— 
Personal  property  may  be  bequeathed 
for  Ufe,  and  then  over,  either  abso- 
lutely or  oontingently .  (  VnderhUl  a|t. 
Tripp,  ante,  61.) 
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5.  A  UquMt  bj  th«  tMUfcor  to  hit 
dftQgfater  of  $1,000,  and  then  deolaros 
that  thia  bequMt  i«  giren  to  make  his 
davf  htOF  equal  with  his  other  children 
who  had  been  advanced ;  and  after  a 
retidnary  deviee  of  all  the  residae  of 
hif  real  and  personal  eetate,  he  eaya 
the  beqnett  (of  $1,000)  which  he  has 
giren  to  his  eaid  daughter,  <*  fhe  is  to 
have  and  to  hold  during  the  term  of 
her  natural  life,  and  at  her  decease  is 
to  be  equally  divided  among  her  chil 
dren,"  Kcld  that  this  last  clause  cat 
down  the  legacy  of  the  daughter  to  a 
lif$  eitat9  or  uiufhtctiuury  iiUereats  and 
that  .her  children  would  take  as  pwr^ 
dta»tr$  on  her  death,    (/tf.) 

8.  An  inconaisteint  devise  or  beqnest  in 
the  second  of  two  testamentary  papers 
(n  will  i^nd  codicil)  is  a  revocatuyn  qf 
thenr$t,    {Barlow  agt.  C<iffin,  ante, 

4.  Thus,  in  ease  of  a  devise  of  the  same 
lands  to  two  persons,  while  if  the  de- 
▼ises  are  in  the  $am€  instrvmetU,  the 
devisees  may  take  jointly  or  in  com- 
mon )  but  if  they  are  found  in  dUHfid 
testamentary  instruments,  the  latter 
U  a  complete  revocation  of  the  former. 

ft.  Where  thf  domicU  of  the  testatrix 
was  in  Kew  Tork— all  0i9  personal  es- 
tate was  in  New  York ;  the  will  was 
proved  and  letters  testamentary  issued 
in  New  York,  held  that  the  legatees  of 
the  personal  estate  were  not  chargeable 
with  the  expenses  of  proving  and  con- 
testing the  will  in  New  Jersey,  where 
the  deceased  had  rteX  estate.  The  de- 
ore9  of  the  conrt  in  New  Jersey,  direot- 
ing  such  expenses  to  be  paid  out  of 
ibe  estatCy  bad.no  force  or  validity 
]^ere,  and  could  not  make  these  ex- 

Senses  chargeable  to  the  legatees  un- 
er  tbe  wlu«  in  this  state.    {Young 
agt.  Brushy  ante^  70.) 

6.  In  an  action  to  obtain  construction  qf 
a  will,  the  complaint  shoald  state  that 
the  testator  left  property,  and  also 
whether  real  or  personal  or  both. 
{Walrath  agt.  Han2y,  ante,  368.) 

7.-  If  ihsv»  be  BO  trust  declared  or  raised 
bT  the  will,  and  the  kgaiees  aad  de- 
visees take  absolutely,  they  m^t  vin- 
dicate their  rights  byian  action  or  ac- 
tions at  law—not  by  an  aetion  in  equi- 
ty for  its  oonstniction.     (Id.) 

9,  A  person  wbo  is  not  executor,  nor  in 
l^ny  sense  a  trustee,  is  not  entitled  to 
Uk  iiwtraetion  or  advi«e  from  the 
^Qort.    {Id.) 


0.  In  caae  a  trust  be  deelared  by  win» 
and  questions  of  doubt  arise  as  (o  iu 
true  meanlnc,  any  pemon  having  an 
interest  in  ttM  property  held  t*  truH 
may  ap]dy  by  aetion  to  have  the  will 
construed  or  its  validity  detormined. 
{Id.) 

10.  Construction  <if  a  wtU. — ^Where  the 
testator,  in  the  second  section  of  his 
will,  directed  in  these  words:  **That 
my  executors  pay  out  of  the  income  of 
my  estate  to  my  wife  $8,000  per  an- 
num, if  X  shall  leave  a  child  or  chil- 
dren by  her,  so  long  as  she  shall  live 
and  remain  my  widow;*'  and  then  in 
the  third  section  declared,  ^'if  there 
shall  be  no  child  or  children^  then  I 
direct  that  my  said  executors  do  pay 
unto  my  said  wife  $7,000  per  annum  so 
long  as  she  shall  live  and  remain  my 
widow,  and  pay  the  residae  of  the  ui- 
eome  of  my  said  estate  in  equal  por* 
tioBs  unto  my  brother,  John  M.  Ed- 
wards, my  sister  ?ranoes,  wife  of  Wil- 
liam 8 .  doyt,  and  my  sistar  Hanrietfea, 
wife  of  Worthington  Booker;"  and  in 
the  fourth  veotion  directed  thiat  in  ease 
he  left  a  child  or  children,  his  entire 
estate  should  remain  in  trust  for  their 
benefit,  until  such  children  should  ar- 
rive at  majority,  when  it  should  be 
equally  diiaded  among  them,  ''re- 
serving in  trust  $8,000  per  annum  for 
my  wife,  so  long  a4  she  Urea  and  re- 
mains my  widow,*'  and  he  left  no 
children :  {Pitrrepowt  agt.  Edwards, 
an/e,  410.) 

U.  And  it  appeared  in  evidenea,  tiiat  at 
the  time  of  his  death  he  supposed  him- 
self possessed  of  a  clear  iaeomo  sa0- 
cient  to  pay  the  largest  of  the  annui- 
ties bequeathed  to  his  wife,  and  to 
have  a  surplua  for  the  benefit  of  his 
brother  and  sisters,  bnt  owing  to  a  de- 
preciation of  the  estate,  the  income 
prored  inadequate  to  pay  the  widow's 
annuity  of  $7,000,  held  that  the  be- 
quest to  the  wife,  although  demonttro' 
tUfS  as  pointiiig  out  the  fund  tnm 
which  i4  was  to  be  paid,  toat  nsi  sps- 
€^  so  that  it  faUed  or  abated  in  eso- 
sequence  of  the  inadeqaaej  of  saeh 
fond;  b«t  was  gsmoral  emdpaifMe  ed 
all  svmUs  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  ea- 
tate.    {Id.) 


12.  Each  ease  of  this  natoremnst  depend 
npon  a  consideration  of  tha  material 
provision*  of  the  will,  and  the  extrin- 
sic circumstances  of  the  testator's 
family  and  estate,  which  may  ba  fairly 
brooght  to  bear  apM  tha  a— stisB  of 
intent.    {Id.) 
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IS.  A  icrpanle  and  indepeiideiifc  inten- 
tion to  beqneath  a  aam  of  money  or  an 
annuity  at  all  OYontfl,  will  not  be  per- 
mittod  to  be  overruled  merely  by  a 
direction  in  the  willy  that  the  money 
ie  to  be  raised  in  a  particalar  way  or 
oat  of  a  partiottlar  fond.     (Id.) 

14.  The  pTOTision  for  hif  widow  was  the 
primary  and  most  material  portion  of 
the  testator's  intent,  while  that  for 
his  brother  and  sisters  wm  incidental 
and  subordinate  to  that.     (Id.) 

15.  A  tntft  to  reeei  /e  the  rents  and  pro> 
fits  of  real  estate  and  apply  them  to 
the  nse  of  the  issue  of  the  testator's 
Infant  children,  for  a  period  not  ex- 
ceeding two  liTet  in  being,  is  not  Toid 
beeaase  the  benefloiaries  are  not  aseer- 
tahied.  (OUman  act.  Rtddington.  24 
N.  Y.  R:,  9.) 

16.  The  ttatnto  (1  A.  a.,  p.  728,  §  55) 
does  not  forbid  a  shifting  use  for  the 
benefit,  in  ease  of  the  death  of  the 
primary  benefloiariet,  of  penons  nn- 
known  or  not  in  existence  at  the  crea- 
tion of  the  trust.     (Id.) 

17.  Kor,  it  seems,  does  the  statute  in- 
validate  a  trust  which  may  permit  the 
sale  of  the  real  estate  and  the  applica- 
tion of  the  proceeds  te  the  uae  of  such 
unborn  benefloiaries,  within  the  dura- 
tion of  two  lives  in  being.     (Id.) 

18.  A  provision  in  a  will  that  trustees  in 
whom  real  and  persooal  estate  was 
vested,  should  apply  the  rents  and 
profits  te  the  use  of  the  testeter's  in- 
fant children  and  their  unborn  issue 
for  the  lives  of  the  two  youngest  of 
three  children,  though  by  pofsibility 
two  or  more  suooessive  generations 
might  enjoy  the  benefit  for  their  lives, 
respectively,  doei  not  contravene  the 
stetute  (1  R.  S.f  p.  723,  §  18)  against 
the  creation  of  successive  life  estates, 
or  of  a  remainder  for  life  upon  a  term 
for  years,  in  favor  of  persons  not  in 
being.     (Td.) 

19.  The  trustees  were  required  te  '*  pay, 
convey  or  make  over"  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  upon  the  death  of  the  two 
younger  children  or  the  expiration  of 
thirty  yearn,  te  the  rinrvivors  of  such 
children  or  the  issue  then  living  of  such 
as  might  be  dead,  in  ecnial  proportions, 
the  issue  te  take  the  share  of  the  pa- 
rent, with  a  substitutional  limitation  in 
favor  of  other  persons :  held,  that  the 
ehlldren  tciok  a  vested  fee  determina- 
Me  at  to  each  upon  hit  dying  without 
imm  iviihto  «ha  pMPnrlb<Nl  pwtod. 


20.  It  does  not  invalidate  the  trust  thai 
it  enables  the  tmsteet,  in  their  discre- 
tion te  apply  the  entire  Inooine  and 
profits,  or  the  estote  it«elf,  to  the  nio 
of  unborn  posterity,  to  the  exolusloa 
of  the  testator's  children.     (Id.) 

21.  It  creates  no  illegal  sntpenae  of  the 
power  of  alienation,  that  the  exeea- 
tors  after  expiration  of  the  trail 
term,  may  be  required  to  retain  In 
their  possession  real  and  personal  pro- 
perty—the ultimate  right  to  which  has 
vested— for  the  purpose  of  paying  the 
income  to  the  widow  for  her  life.  (Id.) 

22.  The  will  directed  a  cerUin  portion 
of  income  to  be  accumulated,  wlthoal 
restricting  the  period  to  the  ninoritj 
of  the  children.  This  provision  being 
void  as  to  the  income  after  the  termi* 
nation  of  such  minority,  the  sorplus 
goes,  U  uemi,  to  the  children  as  pre- 
sumptively entitled  to  the  next  even- 
tual estete.     (Id,) 

23.  The  certificate  of  attestation  tea  will 
by  a  deceased  witness  is  not,  it  seems, 
equivalent  to  his  testimony,  if  he  were 
living,  to  the  contents  thereof,  but  is 
evidence  of  an  inferior  nature.  (Orter 
agt.  Oraer,  24  N.  Y.  R.,  61.) 

24.  Such  an  attestotion.  In  eoniMOtion 
with  the  other  circomstenees  of  the 
case,  may  warrant  a  jury  in  finding  the 
dne  execution  of  the  will  against  the 
evidence  of  the  other  8ubscribio|s  wit- 
ness; but  would  not,  it  seems,  without 
regard  to  any  intrinsic  fact,  support 
such  a  verdict  against  the  positive  tes- 
timony of  a  living  witness.     (Id.) 

25.  No  distinction  exiato  between  the 
force  of  the  cerlificato,  ac  evidenoo  of 
what  was  lone  and  heard  by  the  de- 
ceased witaeii,  and  of  what  it  states  to 
have  been  also  witnessed  by  the  survi- 
vor.   (Id.) 

26.  A  will  gave  all  the  testetor's  real 
and  personal  estate,  and  deolarcd  thai 
the  donee  was  to  pay  all  the  testator's 
debts  and  a  eertein  annuity.  The  ae- 
ceptenoe  of  the  gift  creates  a  personal 
liability  upon  which  an  aotion  can  be 
maintained  at  law  without  anv  expresa 
promise.  (Oridley  agt.  Ondl^y,  24 
N.  Y.  R.ylZO.) 

27.  Devise  of  an  estate  for  life  to  the 
testator's  father,  remainder  to  the 
heir-at-law  and  only  child  of  the  tes- 
totor,  *(  after  the  decease  of  my  father^ 
and  when  he  the  said  child  shall  be« 
come  twenty -one  years  of  age,  and  ba- 
OQwe  married,  ixid  baa  ehildren,  and  in 
oMfrof  hlM  the  4«idcliiUl*t  tome  te- 
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fore  thftt  period  and  after  my  father's 
deoeaae,  then  the  said  real  estate**  was 
given  over  to  other  persons :  Held,  that 
(RootM  act.  PMUipa,  24  N.  F.  £., 
463.) 

28.  The  child  took  a  vested  remainder, 
sul^ect  to  be  divested  only  on  his  dving 
under  the  age  of  twenty -one.     (Xa.) 

39.  Upon  the  death  of  the  life -tenant, 
the  child  became  entitled  to  possession 
on  his  attaining  twenty -one,  or,  it 
sesffis,  upon  his  marriage  and  having 
children  before  that  age.    (Id.) 

80.  Tho  rule  reiterated,  that  and  is  to 
be  taken  for  or,  and  or  for  arid,  when 
required  by  the  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  will.    (Id.) 

81.  Bequest  of  personal  property  to  exe 
outers  in  trost  to  pay  an  annuity  of  five 
hundred  dollars,  to  be  increased  in 
their  discretion  to  one  thousand  dol- 
lars, to  the  testator's  son  till  he  at- 
tained the  age  of  thirty,  and  to  pay  all 
that  should  remain  of  principal  and 
aecamalate(^  income  to  the  son  upon 
the  condition  that  he  should  then,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  executors,  be  sol- 
vent. Tho  executors  having  renounced 
— KsM :  The  provision  for  the  increase 
of  the  son's  annuity  became  inelfectnal, 
the  disoretion  being  absolute  and  per- 
sonal. (BuU  agt.  Hidl,  24  N.  Y.  R,, 
647.) 

82.  The  determination  as  to  solvency  of 
the  son  at  4be  age  of  thirty  is  not  a 
matter  of  personal  discretion ;  but,  as 
it  rests  upon  a  fact  judicially  ascertain- 
able, effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  provi- 
sion, notwithstanding  the  renunciation 
of  the  trustees.     {Id.) 

83.  The  provision  for  the  accumulation 
of  income  during  the  interval  between 
the  son's  majority  and  the  age  of  thirty 
years  is  void,  and  the  income  for  that 

.  period  goes  as  in  case  of  intestacy. 
{Id.) 

84.  An  instrument  cannot  be  proven  and 
established  in  any  form,  for  any  pur- 
pose, or  between  any  parties,  as  a  lost 
or  destroyed  will,  unless  its  provisions 
are  clearly  and  distinctly  proved  by  at 
least  two  witnesses,  or  a  correct  copy 
or  draft  as  an  equivalent  or  substitute 
for  one  of  them.  The  provisions  of 
the  statute  on  this  subject  are  general 
and  unqualified,  and  are  intended  as  a 
rule  of  evidence  of  universal  applica- 
tion to  all  subsequent  coses,  are  not  to 
be  limited  to  affirmative  prooeedings 
taken  directly  for  the  porpose  of  eatab- 


lishlng  each  a  will.  {HwmM  agt. 
Hams,  36  Barb,,  88.) 

35.  Loose  declarations  of  an  intestate 
that  he  intended  his  son  should  have  ^ 
the  farm  of  the  intestate ;  that  it  would 
be  all  his  (the  son's)  ;  and  that  he  in- 
tended to  give  it  to  the  son;  held  in- 
sufficient to  authorise  the  court  to  infer 
an  agrumtiU  on  the  part  of  the  intes- 
tate, to  devise  the  farm  to  the  son,  as 

a  remuneration  for  personal  services 
for  a  number  of  years,  claimed  by  the 
son,  as  done  for  the  intestate  and  his 
wife.  {Raynw  agt.  R(Mn»oni  36 
Barb.,  128.; 

36.  Where  the  testator  makes  provision 
in  his  will  that  his  wife  shall  receive 
certain  of  his  personal  property,  and  a 
certain  amount  of  the  net  inoome  of 
his  real  estate  during  her  life;  but 
does  not  slate  it  to  be  in  lien  of  dower, 
the  widow  is  not  put  to  her  election. 
{Tobiaa  agt.  KetcfiMmy  36  Barb.,  304.) 

37.  Religions  societies  incorporated  under 
the  act  of  1813,  are  not  expressly  or 
even  by  implication  authorised  to  take 
lands  by  devise,  for  any  purpose  what- 
ever, when  such  devise  is  made  after 
their  incorporation .  A  gift  to  a  chari- 
ty, if  there  is  a  competent  trustee, 
although  there  is  no  asoertained,  or 
ascertainable  beneficiary,  may  still  be 
upheld,  provided  the  charitable  use  is 
so  clearly  and  certainly  defined  as  to 
be  capable  of  being  specifically  execu- 
ted and  enforeed,  as  intended  by  the 
donor,  by  judicial  decree.  (Goddard 
agt.  Pomeroy,  36  Barb.,  646.) 

88.  When  by  the  provisions  of  the  will, 
after  the  death  of  the  widow,  the  exp- 
cutOTS  could  make  a  valid  eontraot  for 
the  sale  and  conveyance  of  real  estate, 
of  which  the  testator  died  seised,  and 
the  defendants  were  decreed  tospecifi-» 
cally  perform  a  contract  made  by  them 
with  said  executors,  for  the  purchase 
of  such  real  estate :  (Hutchings  agt. 
Baldwin,  7  Boaw.,  286.) 

30.  It  was  held,  that  by  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  will  in  this  case,  it 
could  not  be  determined  until  after  the 
death  of  both  of  the  daughteii  of  the 
testator,  and  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor's brother  and  sister,  whose  children 
were  in  certain  oontingenoy  named  as 
devisees  of  the  real  and  personal  es- 
tate, to  whom,  under  the  sixth  elanse 
of  the  will,  the  property  of  the  tesU- 
tor  would  pass,  and  until  then  there 
were  no  persons  in  being  by  whom  aa 
abioiate  estate  in  pooBwiioii  ooold  bt 
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oonreyed.     (Du  BoU   agt.    Ray,  7 
Bosw.y  2U.) 

See  SuRBoaATKfl'  Courts,  4. 

See  DowKB,  1. 

WITNESdBS. 

1.  In  the  trial  of  an  action  for  a  limUed 
divorce,  husband  and  wife  are  compe- 
tent   witnesses  against    each   other. 

•  (P— agt.  JP— ,  ante,  197.) 

2.  The  examination  of  a  party  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  adverse  party,  nndpr  § 
391  of  the  Code,  b^ore  trial,  is 
conducted  in  all  respects  in  the  same 
manner  as  a  witness  examined  condi- 
tionally under  art.  2,  title  3,  chap.  7 
of  part  3  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 
(People  ex  rel,  Valient6a.gt,  Dyckman, 
ante,  222,) 

8.  That  statute  provides  that  if  any  wit- 
nesses attending  before  any  judge,  pur- 
suant to  any  summons,  shidl,  without 
reasonable  cause,  refuse  to  answer  any 
legal '  and  pertinent  question,  *'  the 
omoer  issuing  such  summons  shall,  by 
warrant,  commit  such  witness  to  the 
oommonjail  of  the  county;"  thereto 
remain  until  be  submits  to  answer,  or 
until  he  be  discharged  according  to 
law.    lid.) 

4.  Held,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge, 
where  the  witness  refuses  to  answer  a 
legal  and  pertinent  question,  to  issue 
his  warrant  for  the  commitment  of  the 
witness;  that  an  ordar  merely  adjudg- 
ing the  toitnesa  to  be  in  contempt,  is 
improper,  and  unauthorised  by  law. 
And  an  appeal  from  such  order  is  for 
the  same  reason  equally  unauthorised. 
(Id.) 

6.  It  is  not  an  open  question,  that  a 
.  party  examined  as  a  witness,  either  at 
or  before  the  trial,  may  be  required, 
npon  a  ^ubpcBiia  duces  tecum,  to  pro- 
duce his  books  relating  to  or  contain- 
ing evidence  pertinent  to  the  issues  in 
the  action,     (id.) 

8.  And  where  such  party  has  produced 


a  book  of  aoeonnt  and  proTed  the  same* 
and  has  pointed  out  and  explained  the 
'  charges  in  it,  called  for  in  evidenoe* 
he  may  be  compelled  to  go  further, 
and  required  to  read  out  ^  the  book 
the  spec{fic  items  and  charges  to  which 
he  had  r^erred  and  pointed,  to  the 
end  that  the  same  may  be  incorporated 
in  his  deposition  and  preserved  as  evi- 
dence. For  his  refusal  to  thus  read 
from  the  book,  he  maybe  punished 
for  contempt,  as  before  stated.    (Id.) 

7.  On  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness 
'  he  cannot  be  asked  whether  he  had 

been  convicted  of  petit  larceny,  al- 
though he  do  not  object.  The  party 
has  a  right  to  insist  that  the  fact  be 
proved,  if  at  all,  by  the  reoord. 
(NewconOi  agt.  Oristoold,  24  N.  Y.  R., 
298.) 

8.  6o  also  the  party  may  object,  though 
the  witness  do  not,  to  a  question 
whether  the  latter  had  made  certain 
statements  in  an  affidavit  which  was 
not  produced.     (Id.) 

9.  Where  the  wife  is  admitted  as  a  wit- 
ness in  her  own  behalf  asainst  the  ob- 
jection of  the  plaintiff  that  she  is  an 
inoompetent  witness,  and  is  permitted 
to  testify,  and  evidence  of  material  facts 
offered -to  be  given  by  her  is  excluded 
on  the  ground  that  it  is  immaterial,  a 
judgment  against  her  will  be  reversed 
for  that  reason.  In  such  a  case,  the 
question  whether  she  was  a  competent 
witness  will  not  b^  considered;  but, 
for  all  the  purposes  of  the  appeal,  the 
decision  admitting  her  as  competent 
will  be  treated  as  correct.  (Tappan 
agt.  Butler,  7  Bosw.,  480.) 

See  CoMMiBBioxs,  1.  2.  8.  4. 
See  Etidbhcx,  1.  2. 
See  DiBcoTBRT  or  Books  ard  ?▲- 
PXBS,  1. 2.  8.  4. 

SeeGOKSTITTTTIONAL  JaAM,  6. 

See  Railroad  Ooxpahibs^  47. 
See  Will,  23.  24.  25. 
See  Damagkb,  7. 
See  Trial,  12. 
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ground  of  being  a  citizen  of  another 
617 


HUSBAITD  AKD  WIFB. 

Bfllftet  of  a  seeond  marrrage  by  the  wife, 
after  an  absence  of  her  husband  Are 
years,  under  the  statute S13 

The  liability  of  the  wife's  estate  for 
purchases  made  by  the  husband  .  264 

I. 

INFANT  PLAINTIFF. 
Gonmencing  a  suit  without  the  a]»point- 
ment  of  a  guardian,  may  be  set  aside 
for  irregularity,  on  motion. . ....  202 

INJTTNCTION. 

When  will  not  issue  to  stay  proceedings 
on  a  Judgment  in  another  court. .  iSo 

Whoh  will  be  Issued  on  behalf  of  the 
people  to  restrain  an  obstruction  or 
nuisance  allowed  by  a  municipal  cor- 
poration, in  naTigable  witers . . . «  SOI 

When  eannot  be  modified  by  a  Judge  ex 
parU , 863 

INTOXICATING  LIQITORS. 
The  public  keeping  on  Sunday,  not  a 


misdemeanor  . 


451 


IBREaiTLABITT. 
Ih  entering  up  Judgment  in  a  suit  on  a 
constable's  bond;    when  the  irregu- 
larity waired 380 

J. 

JITDaifENT. 
The  ri^t  of  a  defendant  to  oifer  judg- 
ment under  {  385  of  the  Code  extends 
to  the  whole  sum  mentioned  in  the 

163i 


JUSTICES  OF  THE  PEACE. 

When  the  sitting  of  a  different  asweiata 

Justice  on  a4jonmed  day,  for  exami* 

nation  in  bastardy,  deprires  the  Justi- 

ces  of  Jurisdiction US 


L. 
LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
When  monthly  tenant  may  quit  premi- 
ses for  cause,  Ac 84r 

LIMITED  DIVOBOE. 
In  an  action  in,  husband  aad  wife  ar« 
competent   witnesne    against    each 
other 197 

When  the  wife,  althou^  not  entitled 
to  diroree  from  bed  aad  board,  maj 
be  allowed  a  yeariy  sum  for  neoesaa- 
ries,Ac...: lOT 

LIQUIDATED  DAMAGES. 
When  cannot  be  recovered  under  a  tti- 
pulationfor 324 


MALICIOUS  MISCHIEF. 
What  constitutes  the  offence  at  common 
l»w 359 

MARRIED  WOMEN. 
Liability  of,   for  debts  oontraeted  on 

their  own  account 31 

Liability  for   rent,   on  judgment  and 

execution « 132 

METROPOLITAN  POLICE. 
When  its  officers  liable  to  arrest,  Ao.  425 
When  a  member  will  be  removed  fior 
disobedience  of  orders 481 

laSDEBCEANOR. 
When,  and  when  not,  merged  in  a  felo- 
ny  2rt 

MORTGAGEE. 
Of  a  Tossel,  when  not  answerable  for 
supplies  furnished  the  vessel  ....  484 

MORTGAGE  FORECLOSURE. 
Rights  of  a  defendant  who  has  snoseed- 
ed  to  the  rights  of  the  mortgagor,  as 
against  the  assignee  of  the  mortgage, 

505 

MORTGAGE  SALE. 
When  will  be  aet  aalde,  for  hMdamaegr 
olprioo^attdiTMitaf  g«idMClb  M 


jaw  TOIK  FBACnOK  UBP0BT9. 


«06 


N. 

NBOUGBKCB. 

In  aetionB  against  railroad  companies 
for  ii^aries  to  the  person — when  the 
plaintiff  shoald  and  should  not  he 
non-suited.  What  is  oommon  pru- 
dence in  erosiing  a  railroad  traolc  in 
constant  nse 97,  172 

When  a  corporation  ordinance  is  eom- 
.  patent  evidenee  in  an  aetion  for  neg- 
ligenoe  against  a  stage  company,    16 

NEW  TRIAL. 

Wlien  Terdiet  of  Jniy  will  be  set  aside 

and  new  trial  granted  on  the  Judge's 

minutes,  as  against  eyidence,  under 

§  264  of  the  Code 210 

In  ease  t>f  felony  cannot  be  giren,  where 
the  judgment  of  oonTietion  is  wrong, 

NOTICE. 
A  less   notice  to  a  judgment  creditor 
than  eight  days  is  sufficient,  of  an  ap- 

J^Uoation  for  a  reoeiyer  by  another 
ndgnent  creditor. . , 479 

NOTIOB  07  APPEAL. 

fijerred  only  on  the  opposite  party  and 
not  on  the  clerk,  cannot  be  amended 
nnder  $  327  of  the  Code 20 

0. 

ORDEBS. 
Made  out  of  court  on  notice,  must  first 
be  entered  with  the  clerk,  before  no- 
tice of  them  can  be  giren 193 

Granted  sx  parte,  when  cannot  be  modi- 
fled  without  notice 363 

P. 
PARTIES. 
Who  are  necessary  parties  In  action  by 
a  creditor  against  assiniee  of  assign- 
ed debtor,  to  reform  the  assignment, 

Ac 144 

When  objection  to  must  be  taken  on  the 
trial,  too  late  on  appeal 824 

PARTNERSHIP. 

When  a  third  person  by  contributing  a 
portion  of  the  capital  pat  in  by  a  spe- 
cial partner,  makes  himself  and  the 
special  partner  general  partners,  456 

Bach  member  has  a  right  to  dispose  of 
his  interest  in  the  partnership  pro- 
perty in  good  faith  and  for  a  ralid 
eoBsideraliOB,  nnless  sosse  ereditov 
has  aoqvdted  a  ttsn  tbtfvMn dA3 


A  erediter^  snit  eennot  be  maintained 
against  a  partner  not  serred  with  pro- 
oesB  in  the  original  action — the  rem- 
edy at  law  has  not  been  exhausted, 

463 

PARTNERS. 

Admissibility  of  evidence,  in  defence  by 

one  partner,  that  money  borrowed  by 

his  oo-partaer  was  not  vsed  in  the 

business  of  Ukc  firm 68 


R. 

RECEIVER. 

In  supplementary  proceedings,  when 
his  employment  of  defendant  to  col- 
lect debts,  not  a  sufficient  ground  for 
hisremoval ••  163 

REFERABLE  CAUSE. 
When  eanse  may  be  oompulsorily  refer- 
red, although  an  order  of  arrest  is  ob- 
tolned 1^ 

REFEREES. 
A  decision  against  the  weight  of  eyi- 
dence,  and  an  error  in  the  applica- 
tion of  the  rules  of  law,  is  error  of 
fact  and  of  law;  and  a  wrong  result 
upon  undisputed  eyidence,  is  an  error 
of  law 64 

Decision  on  a  question  of  fact,  when 
oonolnsiye 76 

Finding  on  questions  fact  condusiye— 
certain  facts  stated 324 

RELIGIOUS  SOCIETY. 
When  a  subscription  for  the  erection  of 
a  church  and  for  support  of  the  min- 
ister, binding,  although  the  society  is 
not  then  legally  incorporated,  nor  the 
clmrch  finished 76 

REPEAL  OF  A  STATUTE. 

Its  elfect  on  a  defenoe  interposed  nn- 
der the  statute 615 

REPORT  OF  REFEREES. 

What  exceptions,  Ac,  are  required  of 
a  party  seeking  a  reyiew 156 

RESTITUTION. 

When  an  appellate  court  will  order  it, 

although  a  new  trial  is  granted  on  a 

judgment  of  reyersal,  and  although  an 

attachment  is  pending Ill 

RIOHT  OF  ACTION. 
T6  claims  for  dividends  declared  hf  an 
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inioly«nt  bank,  is  in  the  creditors,  not 
in  the  reoeiver— when  allegations  in 
eomplaint  sufficient  to  charge  recetv< 
«r 438 


s. 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 
The  practice  of  obtaining  and  filing  se- 
earity  for  costs  is  not  changed  bj  the 
Code 38 

SERVICE. 

Hade  on  a  clerk  in  the  office,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  attorney,  equivalent  to  a 
service  on  the  attorney  personally,  33 

How  service  of  process  and  papers  should 
be  made  on  a  person,  who  refuses  to 
receive  them 39 

Of  papers  on  the  opposite  party  on  ques- 
tions arising  on  demurrer,  not  requir- 
ed by  Rule  42  to  be  served  by  the 
party  demurring 193 

SET-OFF  OF  JUDGMENTS. 
In  an  action  for,  the  statute  must  con- 
trol;   equities  of  the  parties  para- 
mount to  the  attorney's  lien  for  costs, 

44 

SLANDER. 
What  words  alleged  are  actionable  per 
se 366 

Insufficient  allegations  of  special  dam- 
age cannot  be  reached  by  demurrer, 

366 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 
When  a  violation  of  an  agreement  is 
capable  of  being  measured  in  dama- 
ges, to  be  ascertained  by  a  jury,  a 
specific  performance  will  not  be  de- 
creed   231 

When  it  will  be  decreed  within  a  rea- 
sonable time,  without  regarding  the 
day  for  performance  fixed  in  the  con- 
tract  494 

STATUTE  OFFENCE. 
For  selling  wine,  beer,  Ac,  whai  the 
warrant  must  show  on  its  face. . .'  289 


STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

When  two  written  agreements  construed 
together,  do  not  come  within  the  sta- 
tute  446 

What  agreement  considered  within  and 
Toidby  it..,,t^t., 396 


STIPULATION. 
That  sereral  causes  in  action  for  work, 
labor  and  services,  should  abide  the 
result  of  the  final  judgment  of  a  pio- 
neer cause,  on  a  judgment  for  plain- 
tiff in  that  cause.  What  was  neeea- 
sary  to  be  proved  on  a  reference  for 
damages  in  the  other  causes  ....  15d 

SUPERVISORS. 
When  the  board  revise  to  audit  and  al- 
low an  account  on  the  ground  that 
they  have  no  power  to  do  so  under  the 
statute,  the  court  can  control  their 
action  by  mandamus 119 

SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

May  be  continued  before  the  successor 

of  a  county  judge 135 


T. 
TAXATION. 
Liability  of  banks  in  the  city  of  Troy  to 
city  tax,  and  not  to  county  tax. .  250 

TRADE  MARK. 

When  an  infringement  of,  will  b«  en- 
joined, ^ 269 


U. 

UNDERTAKING. 

On  appeal  from  the  special  to  the  geno- 
*   ral  term,  the  sureties'  liabilities  ex- 
tend to  a  judgment  of  the  court  of  ap- 
peals on  an  appeal  from  the  genend 
term 467 

U.  S.  STAMPS. 
Required  by  the  revenue  act  of  July  1» 
1662,  upon  summons  or  original  pro- 
ceedings of  state  courts  is  uneonstitn- 
tional J5r 


V. 

VERIFICATION. 

Of  an  answer  by  an  agent,  when  state- 
ment of  <' knowledge"  or  ''grounds 
of  belief"  nnnecessaiy 49 

Of  eomplaint  in  action  for  divorce  for 
adultery,  by  infant  plaintiff,  may  be 
made  by  her  guardian.  Defendant 
need  not  verify  his  answer 92 

VOLUNTARY  PAYMENTS. 
When  cannot  be  reoovered  back  by  ac- 
tion for  mon^  had  and  reoeiv«d»  W8 
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Index. 


WILL. 

Gonfltmetion  of  (oonrt  of  appeals)..  419 

Aoiion  for  eoiutraotion  of,  what  i«  ne- 

eecsary  to  be  averred  in  the  eom- 

plaint 353 

Oonjitraotion  of  elaaies  in 61,  54 


WITNESS. 

When  party  ai  a  witness  under  §  391  of 

the  Code,  should  be  oommitted  for 

eontempt  in  refnsins  to  answer,  on 

prodnotlon  of  his  books  as  eridenoe, 

3S2 

Objeetions  to  evidenoe  on  oommissiony 

236 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


DECISIONS  RENDERED  DECEMBER,  1862. 
Judgment  qffirmed, 
Hadden  &gt.  The  People;  Moaker  agt.  The  People;  Hayes  agt.  The  People. 
Dawson  agt.  The  People ;  Forbes  agt.  Waller. 

Forbes  agt.  Logan,  receiver,  Ae.  (4  Bosw,,  475);  Glenworth  agt.  Mount. 
Anable  agt.  Conklln ;  Clarke,  recoiyer  agt.  Graham. 
Leavitt  agt.  Pell  (27  Barb.,  323);  Smith,  reoeiyer  agt.  Townsend. 
Robinson,  reoeiver  agt.  Plimpton ;  Van  Alstyne  agt.  Cook,  reoeiyer. 
Brainard  agt.  New  York  and  Harlem  R.  R.  Go. ;  Pettee  agt.  Booth  et  al. 
Forrest  agt.  Forrest  (5  Bosw,,  672.) 

Brendal  agt.  The  Buffalo  and  Stote  Line  R.  R.  Co.  (27  Barb.,  534.) 
Adams  et  al.  agt.  Perkins  et  al. ;  Stilson  agt.  Bael;  Hinds  agt.  Barton. 
Remsen  tigt.  Beekman ;  Kamena  agt.  Watner  (15  Hotv.,  5.) 
Loonardsville  Bank  agt.  Willard;  Kellogg  agt.  Totten. 
Willetts  agt.  Wait  (13  /fotp.,  34);  Robbins  agt«  Gorham  (26  JBorb.,  086.) 
Cammings  agt.  Morris ;  Cooke  agt.  Beale ;  Richmond  agt.  Lookwood. 
Thomas  agt.  Fleary,  and  10  per  cent,  damages;  Wiles  agt.  Peek. 
Brown  agt.  Lewis;  Jones  and  another  agt.  Sheldon  and  others. 
Bank  of  Silver  Creek  agt.  Browning;  Lllling  a^^t.  Candee. 
Drew  agt.  Sixth  Av.  R.  R.  Co.,  and  5  per  cent,  damages. 
Hutchins  agt.  Camp,  and  10  p0r  cent,  damages. 
Hitohcook  agt.  Northwestern  Ins.  Co. 
Maohin  and  others  agt.  Sands,  and  10  per  oent.  damages. 
BaSalo  and  Allegany  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  Gary. 

Timon  agt.  Howard,  and  10  per  oent.  damages;  Phelps  agt.  McDonald. 
Lagier  agt.  Westeott,  and  10  per  cent,  damagee;  iEtna  Insnranoe  Co.  agt.  Aldrioh. 
Dascomb  agt.  Bnflialo  and  State  Line  R.  R.  Co.  (27  Bcarh,^  221.) 
Sandman  agt.  Gitsky ;  Alden  agt.  New  Tork  C.  R.  R.  Co. 
Wager  agt.  Canajoharie  Plankroad  Co. ;  Bailey  agt.  HoUister. 
Strykor  agt.  Mott  and  others;  Wilson  agt.  Stryker. 
Swords  and  others  agt.  Stryker  and  others;  Seymour  agt.  Stnrgis. 
Tallmadge  and  others  agt.  East  River  Bank ;  Robinson  agt.  Wheeler. 
White  agt.  Wheeler;  White  agt.  Madison;  Evans  agt.  Mumford  and  othen. 

JvdgmefU  retened* 

Shepherd  agt.  The  People  (10  How.,  44.) 
Theological  Seminary  of  Anbum  agt.  Calhonn. 

Bissel  agt.  The  N.  Y.  Central  R.  R.  Co. ;  Whalin  agt.  White;  Petty  agt.  Whwlet. 
Wager  agt.  The  Troy  Union  R.  R.  Co. ;  New  Paltz  Tutnplke  Co.  agt.  Dubois. 
KeUogg  agt.  Smith;  Forbes  and  Wife  agt.  Halsey ;  Cross  and  another  agt.  Beud. 
Holdridge  agt.  Styles;  Lamer  agt.  Meeker  and  others. 
Ladue  and  another  agt.  Griffith  and  others. 
Vol.  XXIV.  39 
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Decisions  of  Oonrt  of  Appeals. 

-. ft 

Judgment  reversed^  as  to  affirmative  relief,  bu^  affirmed  otherwiee  wUhoiU  coete  ; 
order  to  be  settled  by  Judge  Davis, 

Dwight  agt.  St.  John. 

Judgment  affirmed  with  leave  to  d^endawt  to  have  twenty  days  to  answer  on  pay- 
ment qf  costs, 

Oaynn  and  another  agt.  Eettell. 

Order  qf  General  Term  reversed  and  judgment  qf  Special  Term  affirmed* 
Qriswold  agt.  Havens  and  others.  * 

Judgment  qf  Supreme  Court  reversed  and  Judgment  (tf  County  Court  t^firmed. 
Wilson  agt.  Miller  and  another. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
Hill  agt.  Bond  (22  How,,  272.) 

Order  affirmed  and  judgment  abeoMe. 
Tucker  agt.  Cnstis;  Smith  agt.  Miller. 

Re-argument  ordered. 
Gonlding  agt.  Davison  (28  Barb,,  438) ;  Clark  ngi.  The  Major  of  New  YoA. 
Holbrook  agt.  Vose  (6  Bosw,,  76.) 

People  ex  rel.  Smith'agt.  Pease  and  others  (30  Barb,,  588.) 
Miner  agt.  Village  of  Fredonia. 
Chenango  Bridge  Go.  agt.  Binghamton  Bridge  Co. 


MARCH  TERM,  1863. 

Judgments  qffirmed, 

Harwood  agt.  People ;  People  agt.  Mason ;  People  agt.  Elkin ;  People  agi.  KenjoB. 

Judgments  affirmed  with  costs. 

Batcher  et  al.  agt.  Carwin,  adm'r;  Marsh  agt  Potter  (80  Barb,,  606.) 
Sands,  receiver  agt.  Boutwell;  Hunt  agt.  Van  Wert,  adm'rj  Porter  agt.  HaTOOB. 
-Sill,  ex'r  agt.  OKeefe;  People,  Ac.  agt.  Amhrecht  (11  Ahb,,  97.) 
People,  Ac.  agt.  Vanderbilt;  Romaine  agt.  Allen,  receiver. 
Commercial  Bank  of  Albany  agt.  Edwards,  receiver. 
First  Baptist  Church,  Brooklyn  agt.  Brooklyn  Fire  Insurance  Company. 
Beqna  et  al.  agt.  Holmes  (19  How,,  480) ;  Chautauqua  Co.  Bank  agt.  Risley. 
Ogden,  Jr.  agt.  Andre  (4  Bosw.,  688);  Stevens  agt.  Commercial  Insurance  Co. 
Shannon  agt.  Coyelle ;  Battle  agt.  Coit  et  al. ;  Bank  of  Auburn  agt.  Demartet, 
Clapp  agt.  Graves,  and  Clapp  agt.  Graves  et  al.  (9  Abb,,  20.) 
Werely  agt.  Parsons;  Lambert  agt.  Manin;  Ballard  agt.  Ballaxd. 
Bank  of  Chenango  agt.  Brown;  Braman  agt.  Bingham. 
Chase  agt.  New  York  Central  R.  R.  Co.  (24  Barb,,  273.) 
Looney,  supervisor  agt.  Hughes  et  al.  (30  Barb.  606.) 
Graves  agt.  Beidean  (29  Barb.,  100.)  ^^* 
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DeoUiona  of  Conrt  of  Appeals. 

Judgfnsnts  rever99d'-ntw  trial  order$d'-^otta  to  abide  event, 

Catlin  agt.  Tobias ;  Sands,  receiver  agt.  Sanders,  Jr. 

Simmons  et  al.  agt.  Simmons  et  al.  (26  Barb,,  68.) 

Clarlc,  ex'r  agt.  Gilbert  (32  Barb,,  576);  Andrew  agt.  Artisans'  Bank. 

Cartia  agt.  Gano  et  al. ;  Same  agt.  Same. 

Uance  et  al.  agt.  Cajnga  &  Snsqaehanna  R.  R.  Co. 

Bank  State  of  Now  York  agt.  Farmers'  Branch  Bank,  fto.  (36  Barb.,  88S.) 

Merriam'agt.  Conl^in;  Cathoart  agt.  Fire  Department  of  New  York. 

Exchange  Bank  agt.  Monteith  et  al.  (24  Barb.,  371.) 

Sloan  et  al.  agt.  Van  Wyok  (36  Barb.,  335.) 

Judgment  qf  Supreme  Court  reversed,  and  that  qf  Seseiom  t^girmed. 
People  agt.  Clements. 

Order  qf  General  Term  reversed,  and  Special  Term  qffirmed  icith  costs. 
Brown  et  al.,  ex*rs  agt  Troy  A  Boston  R.  R.  Co.;  Genesee  College  agt.  Dodge. 
Wakely  agt.  Davidson  et  al. ;  Barris  agt.  Hacris  (36  Barb.,  BS,  574.) 

Order  qf  General  Term  affirmed  vfithout  coits  to  either  party. 
Senty  ex'r,  Ac.  agt.  MoNaughton. 

Order  of  General  Term  reversed,  and  jttdgment  for  plaintiff  on  verdict  wUh  costs. 
Sweetman  agt.  Prince  et  al. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
Tanner  agt.  Tooley,  adm*r,  et  al. 

Judgment  reversed  with  costs. 
The  People,  Ac.  agt.  New  England  Mntnal  Life  Insnranoe  Company. 

Judgfnent  reversed,  and  judgment  for  defendant  with  costs. 
Poople  ex  ret,  Dann  agt.  Board  of  PoUoe  GommissioDen  (35  Barb.,  544.) 
People  ex  rel.  Titus  agt.  Same  (35  Barb.,  535.) 

People  ex  rel.  Hope  agt.  Same;  People  ex  rel.  Gorman  agt.  Same  (35  Barb.,  537.) 
People  ex  rel.  Marphy  agt.  Same  (5  Abb.,  241 .) 
People  ex  rel.  McGuire  agt.  Same ; 
People  ex  rel.  Hanrahan  agt.  Same  (35  Barb.  844.) 
People  ex  rel.  Peck  agt.  Same  (85  Barb.,  651.) 

Judgment  (affirmed  with  damages. 
Woodrnff  agt.  Ingersoll — ten  per  oent. 
Black  Rlrer  Bank  agt.  Permimon  et  al. — ^ten  per  cent. 
Hallock  agt.  Little,  sheriff,  Ao. — five  per  cent. 

McBride  agt.  Farmers'  Bank  of  Salem-Hen  per  cent.  (38  Barb.,  476.) 
Horton  agt.  Daviei — ten  per  cent. 

Orders  qf  General  Term  affirmed  and  judgments  absolute  for  plaintiffs  with  costs f 
Supreme  Court  to  assess  plaintiffs^  damages, 

8h«^.  Ion  et  al.  agt.  Atlantic  Fire  and  Marine  Insnranoe  Company. 
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Deeisioiu  of  Court  of  Appeals. 

Ord/fr  qf  the  General  Term  t^ffirmed  and  jvdgment  dbeoMB  for  d^endont  wUk 

coets. 

Ladl&m>  ex'r  Ao.  agt.  Ladlun  ot  al.  (31  Barb.,  486.) 

Special  judgment  without  costs  to  either  party, 
WjmBn,  adm'x  agt.  WTinan  et  al.  (36  Barb^,  868.) 

Order  qf  General  Term  reversed  and  Judgment  on  report  c^firmed  vnlKcosts. 
MoEiiuter  agt.  Babcook  et  al. 

Order  appealed  from  reversed  with  costs. 
Bettfl  agt.  Qbxt,  ez'r.  Sue, 

Judgment  reversed;  and  judgment  for  d^endatU  with  costs,  with  leave  to  plaintiff 
to  apply  to  Supreme  Court  to  amend  Ms  complaint  on  proper  terms. 

Fowler  agt.  New  York  Indemnity  Insurance  Company  (23  Barh.y  143.) 

Ceises  not  decided. 
People  agt.  Baffy;  Wright  |gt.  Oarlinghoase  (27  Barh,,  474.) 
Caaghey  et  al.  agt.  Smith  et  al. ;  Van  Rensselaer  agt.  Bonesteel  (24  Barb.,  865.) 
Finch  agt.  Newsam  (26  Barb.,  175)  ;  Emmons  agt.  American  Mineral  Company. 
Terry  et  al.  agt.  Dayton  (31  Barb.,  610) ;  Haabroack  agt.  Lonnsberry. 

Ordered  that  that  part  of  the  order  qfthe  Supreme  Court  which  avoids  an  issue,  be 
and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed,  and  the  residue  qf  said  order  be  and  the  same 
is  hereby  ajirmed.  It  is  further  adjudged  and  declared  by  this  Court  that  Mary 
Grace  Patchin  was  the  iq/e  and  is  the  widow  qf  said  deceased,  and  that  she  is 
entitled  to  letters  qf  administration  on  his  estate,  and  that  the  Supreme  Court 
be  and  is  hereby  directed  to  carry  this  decision  into  ^eet,  and  that  neither  party 
recover  costs  qfthe  other  in  this  Court. 

Mary  F.  Devin  agt.  Mary  Qraee  Patchin. 

Judgment  qf  General  Term  reversed  and  order  qf  Special  Term  affirmsd,  with 

costs. 

MoConochie  agt.  San  Mntaal  Insnranoe  Company. 

Judgment  {{ffirmed  without  costs. 
People  ex  rel.  Commissioners  of  Emigration  agt.  Snperrison  of  Riohmood  County. 

Motion  for  re-argumont  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs, 
Oriswold  agt.  Haven  et  al. 

[Last  two  CMOS  argned  at  present  term.] 

Applications  for  copies  of  opinions  should  be  addreMsd  to  B.  Peihine  Smith,  Ssq.f 
at  Pittsfordf  Monroe  oounty. 
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''%■''' 
Deoiaiona  of  Court  of  Appoalg. 

NOTE. 

Wo  hare  ^Ivoii,  umexod  to  thooo  dooiaioiis»  tho  hook  and  poge  whofo  tho  aosos 
that  aro  roportod  in  tho  oourtt  b$UnD  may  be  found.  Undoubtedly  othen  of  theee 
oaiee  are  reported,  bnt  from  a  ehange  in  the  titlee ,  or  from  eoaie  other  oanae>  have 
not  been  found. 

It  will  be  leen  at  a  glanoe,  how  few  deoiBione  made  in  the  oourts  below  eompara- 
tlYoly  are  roportodi  and  it  is  not  probable  that  oTor  one-half  the  dedrione  made 
in  tho  oonrt  of  appeals  are  reported :  Thus  showing  that  of  the  large  amount  of  legal 
business  done  in  this  state,  under  our  present  judicial  system,  and  of  the  decisions 
made  by  the  courts,  but  a  small  portion  oyer  disooTors  the  light  of  day  through  the 
usual  souroos—the  reports.  An  effort  has  been  lately  made,  as  is  well  known,  by 
an  application  to  the  legislature,  to  suppress  or  supersede  the  reports  we  haye,  on 
the  ground  that  they  had  become  onerous  to  the  profession,  Ac,  and  to  substitute 
a  series  of  reports  of  less  number,  to  be  controlled  by  the  state,  in  their  place ; 
but  the  legislature  thought,  no  doubt,  that  from  the  experience  the  state  has 
already  had  in  managing  one  set  of  reports,  they  bad  better  let  alone  the  business 
of  reporting  generally,  and  leave  it  where  it  belongs — in  thchands  of  the  Judiciary. 
Now,  we  do  not  think  this  move  oyer  originated  with  the  profession ;  for  what  law 
book  is  more  useful,  interesting  and  instrootiye,  and  in  general  more  acceptable  to 
the  great  mass  of  practicing  lawyers,  than  a  well-conducted,  honest  series  of  reports? 
We  admit,  that  when  reports  appear  upon  their  face  to  haye  been  stuffed  with 
much  immaterial  matter,  spread  out  at  much  length,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  making 
a  book  to  sell,  they  should  reoeiye,  as  they  generally  do,  the  silent  indignation  of  the 
profession.  Such  works,  howeyer,  we  belieye  are  not  common ;  our  present  skand- 
ard  reports  are  doubtless  presented  to  the  profession,  to  a  yery  great  extent,  free 
from  the  objections  named ;  and  we  think  the  profession  will  continue  to  consider 
and  receiye  them  as  containing  the  law  of  the  land  as  declared  by  our  courts  and 
judges.  If  but  few  eases  are  reported  oompared  to  the  great  number  that  are  de- 
cided, those  which  do  appear  should  be  considered  of  importance. — Kep. 
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